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Meeks 
Michaud 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, George 
Moore 
Moran 
Murphy (CT) 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal 
Nunnelee 
Olver 
Owens 
Palazzo 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor (AZ) 
Payne 
Pelosi 
Perlmutter 
Peterson 
Pingree (ME) 
Platts 
Polis 
Price (NC) 
Quigley 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Reed 
Reichert 
Reyes 
Richardson 
Richmond 
Rigell 
Roby 

Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rooney 
Ross (AR) 
Rothman (NJ) 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schilling 
Schmidt 
Schrader 
Schwartz 
Scott (VA) 
Scott, David 
Serrano 
Sewell 
Sherman 
Shimkus 
Shuler 
Simpson 
Sires 
Slaughter 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Smith (WA) 
Southerland 
Speier 
Stark 

Stivers 
Stutzman 
Sullivan 
Sutton 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Thompson (PA) 
Tierney 
Tipton 
Tonko 
Towns 
Tsongas 
Turner 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walden 
Walz (MN) 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Welch 
West 
Whitfield 
Wilson (FL) 
Wolf 
Womack 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Yarmuth 
Young (FL) 

NOT VOTING—6 

Costa 
Giffords 

Hinchey 
Matheson 

Wittman 
Young (AK) 

b 1030 

Mr. DOLD changed his vote from 
‘‘aye’’ to ‘‘no.’’ 

Mrs. LUMMIS changed her vote from 
‘‘no’’ to ‘‘aye.’’ 

So the amendment was rejected. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
f 

MOMENT OF SILENCE IN REMEM-
BRANCE OF MEMBERS OF 
ARMED FORCES AND THEIR 
FAMILIES 

The Acting CHAIR (Mr. SAM JOHNSON 
of Texas). We are one nation under 
God. 

The Chair would ask all present to 
rise for the purpose of a moment of si-
lence. 

The Chair asks that the Committee 
now observe a moment of silence in re-
membrance of our brave men and 
women in uniform who have given 
their lives in the service of our Nation 
in Iraq and in Afghanistan and all over 
the world, and their families, and all 
who serve in our Armed Forces and 
their families. 

Haven’t we got a great military. 
(By unanimous consent, Mr. BOEHNER 

was allowed to speak out of order.) 
SALUTING THE HON. SAM JOHNSON OF TEXAS 
Mr. BOEHNER. Mr. Chairman, my 

colleagues, you should know that 38 
years ago today, SAM JOHNSON stepped 
off a plane in Texas after being held as 
a prisoner of war for 7 years in Viet-
nam. 

He’s a great American. 
AMENDMENT NO. 196 OFFERED BY MR. WALBERG 
The Acting CHAIR (Mr. BASS of New 

Hampshire). Without objection, 2- 
minute voting will continue. 

There was no objection. 
The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished 

business is the demand for a recorded 

vote on the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Michigan (Mr. 
WALBERG) on which further pro-
ceedings were postponed and on which 
the noes prevailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate the 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment. 

RECORDED VOTE 

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote 
has been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The Acting CHAIR. This will be a 2- 

minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 217, noes 209, 
not voting 7, as follows: 

[Roll No. 68] 

AYES—217 

Adams 
Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Amash 
Austria 
Bachmann 
Bachus 
Barletta 
Bartlett 
Barton (TX) 
Benishek 
Berg 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (UT) 
Black 
Blackburn 
Bonner 
Bono Mack 
Boren 
Boustany 
Brady (TX) 
Brooks 
Broun (GA) 
Bucshon 
Buerkle 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Calvert 
Camp 
Campbell 
Canseco 
Cantor 
Capito 
Cardoza 
Carter 
Cassidy 
Chabot 
Chaffetz 
Coble 
Coffman (CO) 
Cole 
Conaway 
Costa 
Cravaack 
Crawford 
Crenshaw 
Culberson 
Davis (KY) 
Denham 
DesJarlais 
Dreier 
Duffy 
Duncan (SC) 
Duncan (TN) 
Ellmers 
Emerson 
Farenthold 
Fincher 
Fitzpatrick 
Flake 
Fleischmann 
Fleming 
Flores 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Gardner 
Garrett 

Gibbs 
Gingrey (GA) 
Gohmert 
Goodlatte 
Gosar 
Gowdy 
Granger 
Graves (GA) 
Graves (MO) 
Griffin (AR) 
Griffith (VA) 
Guinta 
Guthrie 
Hall 
Harper 
Harris 
Hartzler 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayworth 
Heck 
Heller 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Herrera Beutler 
Huelskamp 
Huizenga (MI) 
Hultgren 
Hunter 
Hurt 
Issa 
Jenkins 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones 
Jordan 
Kelly 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kinzinger (IL) 
Kline 
Labrador 
Lamborn 
Landry 
Lankford 
Latham 
Latta 
Lewis (CA) 
LoBiondo 
Long 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Lummis 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Mack 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
Marino 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McCotter 
McHenry 
McKeon 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller, Gary 
Mulvaney 

Murphy (PA) 
Myrick 
Neugebauer 
Noem 
Nugent 
Nunes 
Nunnelee 
Olson 
Palazzo 
Paul 
Paulsen 
Pearce 
Pence 
Petri 
Pitts 
Poe (TX) 
Pompeo 
Posey 
Price (GA) 
Quayle 
Reed 
Rehberg 
Renacci 
Ribble 
Rigell 
Rivera 
Roby 
Roe (TN) 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Rokita 
Rooney 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 
Ross (FL) 
Royce 
Runyan 
Ryan (WI) 
Scalise 
Schilling 
Schmidt 
Schweikert 
Scott (SC) 
Scott, Austin 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shuster 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Southerland 
Stearns 
Stutzman 
Terry 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tipton 
Upton 
Walberg 
Walsh (IL) 
Webster 
West 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Wilson (SC) 
Wolf 
Womack 
Woodall 
Yoder 
Young (FL) 
Young (IN) 

NOES—209 

Ackerman 
Altmire 
Andrews 
Baca 
Baldwin 
Barrow 
Bass (CA) 
Bass (NH) 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Biggert 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Blumenauer 
Boswell 
Brady (PA) 
Braley (IA) 
Brown (FL) 
Buchanan 
Butterfield 
Capps 
Capuano 
Carnahan 
Carney 
Carson (IN) 
Castor (FL) 
Chandler 
Chu 
Cicilline 
Clarke (MI) 
Clarke (NY) 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 
Connolly (VA) 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costello 
Courtney 
Critz 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Cummings 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (IL) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
DeLauro 
Dent 
Deutch 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Dold 
Donnelly (IN) 
Doyle 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Frank (MA) 
Fudge 
Garamendi 
Gerlach 
Gibson 
Gonzalez 

Green, Al 
Grijalva 
Grimm 
Gutierrez 
Hanabusa 
Hanna 
Harman 
Hastings (FL) 
Heinrich 
Higgins 
Himes 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hirono 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hoyer 
Inslee 
Israel 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson Lee 

(TX) 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Kaptur 
Keating 
Kildee 
Kind 
Kissell 
Kucinich 
Lance 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
LaTourette 
Lee (CA) 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
Loebsack 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Luján 
Lynch 
Maloney 
Markey 
Matsui 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McIntyre 
McKinley 
McNerney 
Meehan 
Meeks 
Michaud 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, George 
Moore 
Moran 
Murphy (CT) 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal 
Olver 
Owens 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor (AZ) 

Payne 
Pelosi 
Perlmutter 
Peters 
Peterson 
Pingree (ME) 
Platts 
Polis 
Price (NC) 
Quigley 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Reichert 
Reyes 
Richardson 
Richmond 
Ross (AR) 
Rothman (NJ) 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schock 
Schrader 
Schwartz 
Scott (VA) 
Scott, David 
Serrano 
Sewell 
Sherman 
Shimkus 
Shuler 
Simpson 
Sires 
Slaughter 
Smith (WA) 
Speier 
Stark 
Stivers 
Sutton 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Tiberi 
Tierney 
Tonko 
Towns 
Tsongas 
Turner 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walden 
Walz (MN) 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Welch 
Wilson (FL) 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Yarmuth 

NOT VOTING—7 

Diaz-Balart 
Giffords 
Green, Gene 

Matheson 
Sullivan 
Wittman 

Young (AK) 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR 
The Acting CHAIR (during the vote). 

There is 1 minute remaining to vote. 

b 1037 

So the amendment was agreed to. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
Stated against: 
Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. Mr. Chair, on 

rollcall No. 68, had I been present, I would 
have voted ‘‘no.’’ 

AMENDMENT NO. 249 OFFERED BY MR. CANSECO 
The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished 

business is the demand for a recorded 
vote on the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Texas (Mr. CANSECO) 
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on which further proceedings were 
postponed and on which the noes pre-
vailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate the 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment. 

RECORDED VOTE 

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote 
has been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The Acting CHAIR. This will be a 2- 

minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 248, noes 177, 
not voting 8, as follows: 

[Roll No. 69] 

AYES—248 

Adams 
Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Altmire 
Amash 
Austria 
Bachmann 
Bachus 
Barrow 
Bartlett 
Barton (TX) 
Bass (NH) 
Benishek 
Berg 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (UT) 
Black 
Blackburn 
Bonner 
Bono Mack 
Boren 
Boustany 
Brady (TX) 
Brooks 
Broun (GA) 
Buchanan 
Bucshon 
Buerkle 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Calvert 
Camp 
Campbell 
Canseco 
Cantor 
Capito 
Cardoza 
Carter 
Cassidy 
Chabot 
Chaffetz 
Chandler 
Coble 
Cole 
Conaway 
Connolly (VA) 
Costa 
Costello 
Cravaack 
Crawford 
Crenshaw 
Cuellar 
Culberson 
Davis (KY) 
DeFazio 
Denham 
Dent 
DesJarlais 
Dold 
Donnelly (IN) 
Dreier 
Duffy 
Duncan (SC) 
Duncan (TN) 
Ellmers 
Emerson 
Farenthold 
Fincher 
Fitzpatrick 
Flake 
Fleischmann 
Fleming 
Flores 

Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Gallegly 
Gardner 
Garrett 
Gibbs 
Gibson 
Gingrey (GA) 
Goodlatte 
Gosar 
Gowdy 
Granger 
Graves (GA) 
Graves (MO) 
Green, Gene 
Griffin (AR) 
Griffith (VA) 
Grimm 
Guinta 
Guthrie 
Hall 
Hanna 
Harper 
Harris 
Hartzler 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayworth 
Heck 
Heinrich 
Heller 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Herrera Beutler 
Himes 
Holden 
Huelskamp 
Huizenga (MI) 
Hultgren 
Hunter 
Hurt 
Inslee 
Issa 
Jenkins 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones 
Jordan 
Kelly 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kinzinger (IL) 
Kissell 
Kline 
Labrador 
Lamborn 
Lance 
Landry 
Lankford 
Larsen (WA) 
Latham 
Latta 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Long 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Lummis 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Mack 
Manzullo 

Marchant 
Marino 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McCotter 
McHenry 
McKeon 
McKinley 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller, Gary 
Mulvaney 
Murphy (PA) 
Myrick 
Neugebauer 
Noem 
Nugent 
Nunes 
Nunnelee 
Olson 
Owens 
Palazzo 
Paul 
Paulsen 
Pearce 
Pence 
Peters 
Peterson 
Petri 
Pitts 
Platts 
Poe (TX) 
Pompeo 
Posey 
Price (GA) 
Quayle 
Reed 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Renacci 
Ribble 
Rigell 
Rivera 
Roby 
Roe (TN) 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Rokita 
Rooney 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 
Ross (AR) 
Ross (FL) 
Royce 
Runyan 
Ryan (WI) 
Scalise 
Schilling 
Schmidt 
Schock 
Schweikert 
Scott (SC) 
Scott, Austin 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shimkus 
Shuler 
Shuster 
Smith (NE) 

Smith (TX) 
Southerland 
Stearns 
Stivers 
Stutzman 
Sullivan 
Terry 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 

Tiberi 
Tipton 
Upton 
Walberg 
Walden 
Walsh (IL) 
Webster 
West 
Westmoreland 

Wilson (SC) 
Womack 
Woodall 
Yoder 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
Young (IN) 

NOES—177 

Ackerman 
Andrews 
Baca 
Baldwin 
Barletta 
Bass (CA) 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Blumenauer 
Boswell 
Brady (PA) 
Braley (IA) 
Brown (FL) 
Butterfield 
Capps 
Capuano 
Carnahan 
Carney 
Carson (IN) 
Castor (FL) 
Chu 
Cicilline 
Clarke (MI) 
Clarke (NY) 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Courtney 
Critz 
Crowley 
Cummings 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (IL) 
DeGette 
DeLauro 
Deutch 
Diaz-Balart 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Doyle 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Frank (MA) 
Frelinghuysen 
Fudge 
Garamendi 
Gerlach 
Gonzalez 

Green, Al 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Hanabusa 
Harman 
Hastings (FL) 
Higgins 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hirono 
Holt 
Honda 
Hoyer 
Israel 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson Lee 

(TX) 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Kaptur 
Kildee 
Kind 
Kucinich 
Langevin 
Larson (CT) 
LaTourette 
Lee (CA) 
Levin 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
Loebsack 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Luján 
Lynch 
Maloney 
Markey 
Matsui 
McCollum 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McNerney 
Meehan 
Meeks 
Michaud 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, George 
Moore 
Moran 
Murphy (CT) 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal 
Olver 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor (AZ) 
Payne 
Pelosi 
Perlmutter 

Pingree (ME) 
Polis 
Price (NC) 
Quigley 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Reyes 
Richardson 
Richmond 
Rogers (KY) 
Rothman (NJ) 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schrader 
Schwartz 
Scott (VA) 
Scott, David 
Serrano 
Sewell 
Sherman 
Simpson 
Sires 
Slaughter 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (WA) 
Speier 
Stark 
Sutton 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Tierney 
Tonko 
Towns 
Tsongas 
Turner 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walz (MN) 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Welch 
Whitfield 
Wilson (FL) 
Wolf 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Yarmuth 

NOT VOTING—8 

Biggert 
Coffman (CO) 
Giffords 

Gohmert 
Keating 
Matheson 

McIntyre 
Wittman 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR 
The Acting CHAIR (during the vote). 

There is 1 minute remaining in this 
vote. 

b 1041 

So the amendment was agreed to. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
Stated for: 
Mr. COFFMAN of Colorado. Mr. Chair, on 

rollcall No. 69, I was unavoidably detained. 
Had I been present, I would have voted ‘‘yes.’’ 

AMENDMENT NO. 381 OFFERED BY MR. REED 
The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished 

business is the demand for a recorded 
vote on the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from New York (Mr. REED) 

on which further proceedings were 
postponed and on which the noes pre-
vailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate the 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment. 

RECORDED VOTE 

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote 
has been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The Acting CHAIR. This will be a 2- 

minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 239, noes 186, 
not voting 8, as follows: 

[Roll No. 70] 

AYES—239 

Adams 
Akin 
Alexander 
Altmire 
Amash 
Austria 
Bachmann 
Barletta 
Barrow 
Bartlett 
Barton (TX) 
Bass (NH) 
Benishek 
Berg 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Black 
Blackburn 
Bonner 
Bono Mack 
Boren 
Boustany 
Brady (TX) 
Brooks 
Broun (GA) 
Buchanan 
Bucshon 
Buerkle 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Calvert 
Camp 
Campbell 
Canseco 
Cantor 
Capito 
Cardoza 
Carter 
Cassidy 
Chabot 
Chaffetz 
Chandler 
Coble 
Coffman (CO) 
Cole 
Conaway 
Cooper 
Costa 
Cravaack 
Crawford 
Crenshaw 
Culberson 
Davis (KY) 
Denham 
Dent 
DesJarlais 
Diaz-Balart 
Dold 
Donnelly (IN) 
Dreier 
Duffy 
Duncan (SC) 
Duncan (TN) 
Ellmers 
Emerson 
Farenthold 
Fincher 
Fitzpatrick 
Flake 
Fleischmann 
Fleming 
Flores 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Foxx 

Franks (AZ) 
Gallegly 
Gardner 
Garrett 
Gibbs 
Gibson 
Gingrey (GA) 
Gohmert 
Goodlatte 
Gosar 
Gowdy 
Granger 
Graves (GA) 
Graves (MO) 
Griffin (AR) 
Griffith (VA) 
Grimm 
Guinta 
Guthrie 
Hall 
Hanna 
Harper 
Harris 
Hartzler 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayworth 
Heck 
Heller 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Herrera Beutler 
Huelskamp 
Huizenga (MI) 
Hultgren 
Hunter 
Hurt 
Issa 
Jenkins 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones 
Jordan 
Kelly 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kissell 
Kline 
Lamborn 
Lance 
Landry 
Lankford 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Latta 
Lewis (CA) 
LoBiondo 
Long 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Lummis 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Mack 
Manzullo 
Marino 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McCotter 
McHenry 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
McKinley 

McMorris 
Rodgers 

Meehan 
Mica 
Michaud 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller, Gary 
Mulvaney 
Murphy (PA) 
Myrick 
Neugebauer 
Noem 
Nugent 
Nunes 
Nunnelee 
Olson 
Owens 
Palazzo 
Paul 
Paulsen 
Pearce 
Pence 
Peterson 
Petri 
Pitts 
Platts 
Poe (TX) 
Pompeo 
Posey 
Price (GA) 
Quayle 
Reed 
Rehberg 
Renacci 
Ribble 
Rigell 
Rivera 
Roby 
Roe (TN) 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Rokita 
Rooney 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 
Ross (AR) 
Ross (FL) 
Royce 
Runyan 
Ryan (WI) 
Scalise 
Schilling 
Schmidt 
Schock 
Schweikert 
Scott (SC) 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shimkus 
Shuler 
Shuster 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Southerland 
Stearns 
Stivers 
Stutzman 
Terry 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tiberi 
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Tipton 
Turner 
Upton 
Walberg 
Walden 
Walsh (IL) 

Webster 
West 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Wilson (SC) 
Womack 

Woodall 
Yoder 
Young (FL) 
Young (IN) 

NOES—186 

Ackerman 
Andrews 
Baca 
Bachus 
Baldwin 
Bass (CA) 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Biggert 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Bishop (UT) 
Blumenauer 
Boswell 
Brady (PA) 
Braley (IA) 
Brown (FL) 
Butterfield 
Capps 
Capuano 
Carnahan 
Carney 
Carson (IN) 
Castor (FL) 
Chu 
Cicilline 
Clarke (MI) 
Clarke (NY) 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 
Connolly (VA) 
Conyers 
Costello 
Courtney 
Critz 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Cummings 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (IL) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
DeLauro 
Deutch 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Doyle 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Frank (MA) 
Frelinghuysen 
Fudge 
Garamendi 
Gerlach 

Gonzalez 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Hanabusa 
Harman 
Hastings (FL) 
Heinrich 
Higgins 
Himes 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hirono 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hoyer 
Inslee 
Israel 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson Lee 

(TX) 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Kaptur 
Keating 
Kildee 
Kind 
Kinzinger (IL) 
Kucinich 
Labrador 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Lee (CA) 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
Loebsack 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Luján 
Lynch 
Maloney 
Markey 
Matsui 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McNerney 
Meeks 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, George 
Moore 
Moran 
Murphy (CT) 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal 
Olver 
Pallone 

Pascrell 
Pastor (AZ) 
Payne 
Pelosi 
Perlmutter 
Peters 
Pingree (ME) 
Polis 
Price (NC) 
Quigley 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Reichert 
Reyes 
Richardson 
Richmond 
Rothman (NJ) 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schrader 
Schwartz 
Scott (VA) 
Scott, David 
Serrano 
Sewell 
Sherman 
Simpson 
Sires 
Slaughter 
Smith (WA) 
Speier 
Stark 
Sutton 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Tierney 
Tonko 
Towns 
Tsongas 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walz (MN) 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Welch 
Wilson (FL) 
Wolf 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Yarmuth 

NOT VOTING—8 

Aderholt 
Giffords 
Marchant 

Matheson 
Scott, Austin 
Sullivan 

Wittman 
Young (AK) 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR 

The Acting CHAIR (during the vote). 
There is 1 minute remaining in this 
vote. 

b 1044 

So the amendment was agreed to. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
AMENDMENT NO. 565 OFFERED BY MR. BASS OF 

NEW HAMPSHIRE 

The Acting CHAIR (Mr. PRICE of 
Georgia). The unfinished business is 
the demand for a recorded vote on the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from New Hampshire (Mr. BASS) on 
which further proceedings were post-

poned and on which the ayes prevailed 
by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate the 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment. 

RECORDED VOTE 

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote 
has been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The Acting CHAIR. This is a 2- 

minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 104, noes 322, 
answered ‘‘present’’ 2, not voting 5, as 
follows: 

[Roll No. 71] 

AYES—104 

Aderholt 
Austria 
Barletta 
Bartlett 
Bass (NH) 
Benishek 
Broun (GA) 
Bucshon 
Buerkle 
Camp 
Coble 
Coffman (CO) 
Courtney 
Cravaack 
Crenshaw 
Critz 
Davis (KY) 
Denham 
Dent 
Dold 
Donnelly (IN) 
Duffy 
Ellmers 
Emerson 
Fincher 
Fitzpatrick 
Fleischmann 
Flores 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Garrett 
Gibbs 
Gibson 
Granger 
Grimm 

Guinta 
Hall 
Hanna 
Hayworth 
Heinrich 
Holden 
Hoyer 
Huelskamp 
Huizenga (MI) 
Hunter 
Israel 
Issa 
Jenkins 
Johnson (IL) 
Jordan 
Keating 
Kelly 
King (NY) 
Kinzinger (IL) 
Kline 
Lamborn 
Lance 
Langevin 
Larson (CT) 
Latham 
Luetkemeyer 
Lummis 
Marino 
McKinley 
Michaud 
Miller (MI) 
Murphy (CT) 
Murphy (PA) 
Noem 
Paul 

Pearce 
Pence 
Peters 
Petri 
Pitts 
Poe (TX) 
Pompeo 
Quigley 
Reed 
Reichert 
Renacci 
Ribble 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Runyan 
Ryan (WI) 
Schock 
Schwartz 
Scott (SC) 
Scott, Austin 
Slaughter 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Southerland 
Stutzman 
Thompson (PA) 
Tipton 
Tsongas 
Walberg 
Walsh (IL) 
Weiner 
West 
Whitfield 
Womack 

NOES—322 

Ackerman 
Adams 
Akin 
Alexander 
Altmire 
Andrews 
Baca 
Bachmann 
Bachus 
Baldwin 
Barrow 
Barton (TX) 
Bass (CA) 
Becerra 
Berg 
Berkley 
Berman 
Biggert 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Bishop (UT) 
Black 
Blackburn 
Blumenauer 
Bonner 
Bono Mack 
Boren 
Boswell 
Boustany 
Brady (PA) 
Brady (TX) 
Braley (IA) 
Brooks 
Brown (FL) 
Buchanan 
Burgess 

Burton (IN) 
Butterfield 
Calvert 
Campbell 
Canseco 
Cantor 
Capito 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carney 
Carson (IN) 
Carter 
Cassidy 
Castor (FL) 
Chabot 
Chaffetz 
Chandler 
Chu 
Clarke (MI) 
Clarke (NY) 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 
Cole 
Conaway 
Connolly (VA) 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello 
Crawford 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Culberson 
Cummings 

Davis (CA) 
Davis (IL) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
DeLauro 
DesJarlais 
Deutch 
Diaz-Balart 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Doyle 
Dreier 
Duncan (SC) 
Duncan (TN) 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Farenthold 
Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Flake 
Fleming 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Foxx 
Frank (MA) 
Fudge 
Gallegly 
Garamendi 
Gerlach 
Gingrey (GA) 
Gohmert 
Gonzalez 
Goodlatte 
Gosar 

Gowdy 
Graves (GA) 
Graves (MO) 
Green, Al 
Griffin (AR) 
Griffith (VA) 
Grijalva 
Guthrie 
Gutierrez 
Hanabusa 
Harman 
Harper 
Harris 
Hartzler 
Hastings (FL) 
Hastings (WA) 
Heck 
Heller 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Herrera Beutler 
Higgins 
Himes 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hirono 
Holt 
Honda 
Hultgren 
Hurt 
Inslee 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson Lee 

(TX) 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones 
Kaptur 
Kildee 
Kind 
King (IA) 
Kingston 
Kissell 
Kucinich 
Labrador 
Landry 
Lankford 
Larsen (WA) 
LaTourette 
Latta 
Lee (CA) 
Levin 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Loebsack 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Long 
Lowey 
Lucas 
Luján 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Lynch 
Mack 
Maloney 
Manzullo 
Marchant 

Markey 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McCollum 
McCotter 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McHenry 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
McNerney 
Meehan 
Meeks 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, Gary 
Miller, George 
Moore 
Moran 
Mulvaney 
Myrick 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal 
Neugebauer 
Nugent 
Nunes 
Nunnelee 
Olson 
Olver 
Owens 
Palazzo 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor (AZ) 
Paulsen 
Payne 
Pelosi 
Perlmutter 
Peterson 
Pingree (ME) 
Platts 
Polis 
Posey 
Price (GA) 
Price (NC) 
Quayle 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Rehberg 
Reyes 
Richardson 
Richmond 
Rigell 
Rivera 
Roby 
Roe (TN) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Rokita 
Rooney 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 
Ross (AR) 

Ross (FL) 
Rothman (NJ) 
Roybal-Allard 
Royce 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Scalise 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schilling 
Schmidt 
Schrader 
Schweikert 
Scott (VA) 
Scott, David 
Sensenbrenner 
Serrano 
Sessions 
Sewell 
Sherman 
Shimkus 
Shuler 
Simpson 
Sires 
Smith (TX) 
Smith (WA) 
Speier 
Stark 
Stearns 
Stivers 
Sullivan 
Sutton 
Terry 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Thornberry 
Tiberi 
Tierney 
Tonko 
Towns 
Turner 
Upton 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walden 
Walz (MN) 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 
Watt 
Waxman 
Webster 
Welch 
Westmoreland 
Wilson (FL) 
Wilson (SC) 
Wolf 
Woodall 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Yarmuth 
Yoder 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
Young (IN) 

ANSWERED ‘‘PRESENT’’—2 

Amash Cicilline 

NOT VOTING—5 

Gardner 
Giffords 

Green, Gene 
Shuster 

Wittman 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR 

The Acting CHAIR (during the vote). 
There is 1 minute remaining in this 
vote. 

b 1047 

Messrs. GARAMENDI and VAN 
HOLLEN changed their vote from 
‘‘aye’’ to ‘‘no.’’ 

So the amendment was rejected. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
Stated for: 
Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. Mr. Chair, on 

rollcall No. 71, had I been present, I would 
have voted ‘‘yes.’’ 
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AMENDMENT NO. 457 OFFERED BY MR. FLAKE 

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished 
business is the demand for a recorded 
vote on the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Arizona (Mr. FLAKE) 
on which further proceedings were 
postponed and on which the noes pre-
vailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate the 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment. 

RECORDED VOTE 

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote 
has been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The Acting CHAIR. This is a 2- 

minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 115, noes 316, 
not voting 2, as follows: 

[Roll No. 72] 

AYES—115 

Adams 
Akin 
Amash 
Bachmann 
Bartlett 
Benishek 
Bilbray 
Bishop (UT) 
Black 
Blackburn 
Bono Mack 
Brady (TX) 
Broun (GA) 
Burton (IN) 
Campbell 
Cantor 
Capito 
Chabot 
Chaffetz 
Coble 
Coffman (CO) 
Cole 
Culberson 
Denham 
DesJarlais 
Dreier 
Duffy 
Duncan (SC) 
Duncan (TN) 
Ellmers 
Fincher 
Flake 
Fleischmann 
Fleming 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Garrett 
Gingrey (GA) 
Gowdy 

Graves (GA) 
Graves (MO) 
Griffith (VA) 
Harris 
Hartzler 
Hayworth 
Heller 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Huelskamp 
Huizenga (MI) 
Hunter 
Hurt 
Issa 
Jenkins 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jordan 
King (IA) 
Kingston 
Lamborn 
Lance 
Landry 
Lankford 
Long 
Lucas 
Lummis 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Mack 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
McCarthy (CA) 
McClintock 
McHenry 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller, Gary 
Mulvaney 

Myrick 
Neugebauer 
Nugent 
Nunes 
Palazzo 
Paul 
Pence 
Petri 
Pompeo 
Posey 
Price (GA) 
Quayle 
Renacci 
Ribble 
Roby 
Rohrabacher 
Rokita 
Roskam 
Royce 
Ryan (WI) 
Scalise 
Schmidt 
Schweikert 
Scott (SC) 
Scott, Austin 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Smith (NE) 
Stutzman 
Sullivan 
Walsh (IL) 
Webster 
Westmoreland 
Wilson (SC) 
Woodall 
Yoder 
Young (AK) 
Young (IN) 

NOES—316 

Ackerman 
Aderholt 
Alexander 
Altmire 
Andrews 
Austria 
Baca 
Bachus 
Baldwin 
Barletta 
Barrow 
Barton (TX) 
Bass (CA) 
Bass (NH) 
Becerra 
Berg 
Berkley 
Berman 
Biggert 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Blumenauer 
Bonner 
Boren 
Boswell 
Boustany 
Brady (PA) 

Braley (IA) 
Brooks 
Brown (FL) 
Buchanan 
Bucshon 
Buerkle 
Burgess 
Butterfield 
Calvert 
Camp 
Canseco 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carney 
Carson (IN) 
Carter 
Cassidy 
Castor (FL) 
Chandler 
Chu 
Cicilline 
Clarke (MI) 
Clarke (NY) 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 

Cohen 
Conaway 
Connolly (VA) 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello 
Courtney 
Cravaack 
Crawford 
Crenshaw 
Critz 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Cummings 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis (KY) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
DeLauro 
Dent 
Deutch 
Diaz-Balart 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Dold 

Donnelly (IN) 
Doyle 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Emerson 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Farenthold 
Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Fitzpatrick 
Flores 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Frank (MA) 
Frelinghuysen 
Fudge 
Gallegly 
Garamendi 
Gardner 
Gerlach 
Gibbs 
Gibson 
Gohmert 
Gonzalez 
Goodlatte 
Gosar 
Granger 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Griffin (AR) 
Grijalva 
Grimm 
Guinta 
Guthrie 
Gutierrez 
Hall 
Hanabusa 
Hanna 
Harman 
Harper 
Hastings (FL) 
Hastings (WA) 
Heck 
Heinrich 
Herrera Beutler 
Higgins 
Himes 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hirono 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hoyer 
Hultgren 
Inslee 
Israel 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson Lee 

(TX) 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Jones 
Kaptur 
Keating 
Kelly 
Kildee 
Kind 
King (NY) 
Kinzinger (IL) 
Kissell 
Kline 
Kucinich 
Labrador 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 

Larson (CT) 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Latta 
Lee (CA) 
Levin 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Loebsack 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Luetkemeyer 
Luján 
Lynch 
Maloney 
Marino 
Markey 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCaul 
McCollum 
McCotter 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
McKinley 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
McNerney 
Meehan 
Meeks 
Michaud 
Miller (MI) 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, George 
Moore 
Moran 
Murphy (CT) 
Murphy (PA) 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal 
Noem 
Nunnelee 
Olson 
Olver 
Owens 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor (AZ) 
Paulsen 
Payne 
Pearce 
Pelosi 
Perlmutter 
Peters 
Peterson 
Pingree (ME) 
Pitts 
Platts 
Poe (TX) 
Polis 
Price (NC) 
Quigley 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Reed 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Reyes 
Richardson 
Richmond 
Rigell 
Rivera 
Roe (TN) 

Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rooney 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Ross (AR) 
Ross (FL) 
Rothman (NJ) 
Roybal-Allard 
Runyan 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, 

Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schilling 
Schock 
Schrader 
Schwartz 
Scott (VA) 
Scott, David 
Serrano 
Sewell 
Sherman 
Shimkus 
Shuler 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Sires 
Slaughter 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Smith (WA) 
Southerland 
Speier 
Stark 
Stearns 
Stivers 
Sutton 
Terry 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tiberi 
Tierney 
Tipton 
Tonko 
Towns 
Tsongas 
Turner 
Upton 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walberg 
Walden 
Walz (MN) 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Welch 
West 
Whitfield 
Wilson (FL) 
Wolf 
Womack 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Yarmuth 
Young (FL) 

NOT VOTING—2 

Giffords Wittman 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR 
The Acting CHAIR (during the vote). 

There is 1 minute remaining in this 
vote. 

b 1050 
So the amendment was rejected. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
AMENDMENT NO. 276 OFFERED BY MRS. 

MCMORRIS RODGERS 
The Acting CHAIR (Mr. BASS of New 

Hampshire). The unfinished business is 
the demand for a recorded vote on the 

amendment offered by the gentle-
woman from Washington (Mrs. 
MCMORRIS RODGERS) on which further 
proceedings were postponed and on 
which the ayes prevailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate the 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment. 

RECORDED VOTE 

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote 
has been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The Acting CHAIR. This will be a 2- 

minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 249, noes 179, 
not voting 5, as follows: 

[Roll No. 73] 

AYES—249 

Adams 
Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Amash 
Austria 
Bachmann 
Bachus 
Barletta 
Barrow 
Bartlett 
Barton (TX) 
Bass (NH) 
Benishek 
Berg 
Biggert 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (UT) 
Black 
Blackburn 
Bonner 
Bono Mack 
Boren 
Boswell 
Boustany 
Brady (TX) 
Brooks 
Broun (GA) 
Bucshon 
Buerkle 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Calvert 
Camp 
Campbell 
Canseco 
Cantor 
Capito 
Carter 
Cassidy 
Chabot 
Chaffetz 
Chandler 
Coble 
Coffman (CO) 
Cole 
Conaway 
Cooper 
Cravaack 
Crawford 
Crenshaw 
Davis (KY) 
DeFazio 
Denham 
Dent 
DesJarlais 
Diaz-Balart 
Dold 
Dreier 
Duffy 
Duncan (SC) 
Duncan (TN) 
Ellmers 
Emerson 
Fincher 
Fitzpatrick 
Flake 
Fleischmann 
Fleming 
Flores 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 

Foxx 
Frank (MA) 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Gardner 
Garrett 
Gerlach 
Gibbs 
Gibson 
Gingrey (GA) 
Gohmert 
Goodlatte 
Gosar 
Gowdy 
Granger 
Graves (GA) 
Graves (MO) 
Griffin (AR) 
Grimm 
Guinta 
Guthrie 
Hanna 
Harper 
Harris 
Hartzler 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayworth 
Heck 
Heller 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Herrera Beutler 
Himes 
Huelskamp 
Huizenga (MI) 
Hultgren 
Hunter 
Hurt 
Issa 
Jenkins 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones 
Jordan 
Kelly 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kinzinger (IL) 
Kline 
Labrador 
Lamborn 
Lance 
Landry 
Lankford 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Latta 
Lewis (CA) 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Loebsack 
Long 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Lummis 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Mack 
Manzullo 
Marchant 

Marino 
Matheson 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McCotter 
McHenry 
McKeon 
McKinley 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
Meehan 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller, Gary 
Mulvaney 
Murphy (PA) 
Myrick 
Neugebauer 
Noem 
Nugent 
Nunes 
Nunnelee 
Olson 
Palazzo 
Paul 
Paulsen 
Payne 
Pearce 
Pence 
Peters 
Peterson 
Petri 
Pitts 
Platts 
Pompeo 
Posey 
Price (GA) 
Quayle 
Reed 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Renacci 
Ribble 
Rigell 
Rivera 
Roby 
Roe (TN) 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Rokita 
Rooney 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 
Ross (FL) 
Royce 
Runyan 
Ryan (WI) 
Scalise 
Schilling 
Schmidt 
Schock 
Schweikert 
Scott (SC) 
Scott, Austin 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shimkus 
Shuler 
Simpson 
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Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Southerland 
Speier 
Stearns 
Stivers 
Stutzman 
Sullivan 
Terry 
Thompson (PA) 

Thornberry 
Tiberi 
Tipton 
Turner 
Upton 
Walberg 
Walden 
Walsh (IL) 
Webster 
West 
Westmoreland 

Whitfield 
Wilson (SC) 
Wolf 
Womack 
Woodall 
Wu 
Yoder 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
Young (IN) 

NOES—179 

Ackerman 
Altmire 
Andrews 
Baca 
Baldwin 
Bass (CA) 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Blumenauer 
Brady (PA) 
Braley (IA) 
Brown (FL) 
Buchanan 
Butterfield 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carney 
Carson (IN) 
Castor (FL) 
Chu 
Cicilline 
Clarke (MI) 
Clarke (NY) 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 
Connolly (VA) 
Conyers 
Costa 
Costello 
Courtney 
Critz 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Cummings 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (IL) 
DeGette 
DeLauro 
Deutch 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Donnelly (IN) 
Doyle 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Farenthold 
Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Fudge 
Garamendi 

Gonzalez 
Green, Al 
Griffith (VA) 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Hanabusa 
Harman 
Hastings (FL) 
Heinrich 
Higgins 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hirono 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hoyer 
Inslee 
Israel 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson Lee 

(TX) 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Kaptur 
Keating 
Kildee 
Kind 
Kissell 
Kucinich 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Lee (CA) 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Luján 
Lynch 
Maloney 
Markey 
Matsui 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McIntyre 
McNerney 
Meeks 
Michaud 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, George 
Moore 
Moran 
Murphy (CT) 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal 
Olver 
Owens 

Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor (AZ) 
Pelosi 
Perlmutter 
Pingree (ME) 
Poe (TX) 
Polis 
Price (NC) 
Quigley 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Reyes 
Richardson 
Richmond 
Ross (AR) 
Rothman (NJ) 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schrader 
Schwartz 
Scott (VA) 
Scott, David 
Serrano 
Sewell 
Sherman 
Shuster 
Sires 
Slaughter 
Smith (WA) 
Stark 
Sutton 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Tierney 
Tonko 
Towns 
Tsongas 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walz (MN) 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Welch 
Wilson (FL) 
Woolsey 
Yarmuth 

NOT VOTING—5 

Culberson 
Giffords 

Green, Gene 
Hall 

Wittman 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR 
The Acting CHAIR (during the vote). 

There is 1 minute remaining in this 
vote. 

b 1054 

So the amendment was agreed to. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
Stated against: 
Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. Mr. Chair, on 

rollcall No. 73, had I been present, I would 
have voted ‘‘no.’’ 
AMENDMENT NO. 532 OFFERED BY MR. YOUNG OF 

ALASKA 
The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished 

business is the demand for a recorded 

vote on the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Alaska (Mr. YOUNG) on 
which further proceedings were post-
poned and on which the ayes prevailed 
by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate the 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment. 

RECORDED VOTE 

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote 
has been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The Acting CHAIR. This will be a 2- 

minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 313, noes 117, 
not voting 3, as follows: 

[Roll No. 74] 

AYES—313 

Ackerman 
Adams 
Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Altmire 
Andrews 
Austria 
Baca 
Bachus 
Baldwin 
Bartlett 
Barton (TX) 
Bass (CA) 
Bass (NH) 
Becerra 
Berg 
Berkley 
Berman 
Bilbray 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (UT) 
Black 
Blackburn 
Blumenauer 
Bonner 
Bono Mack 
Boren 
Boswell 
Boustany 
Brady (PA) 
Braley (IA) 
Brown (FL) 
Buchanan 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Butterfield 
Calvert 
Camp 
Capito 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carney 
Carson (IN) 
Carter 
Cassidy 
Castor (FL) 
Chaffetz 
Chandler 
Chu 
Cicilline 
Clarke (MI) 
Clarke (NY) 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Coble 
Cohen 
Cole 
Conaway 
Conyers 
Costa 
Costello 
Courtney 
Crawford 
Crenshaw 
Critz 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Culberson 
Cummings 

Davis (CA) 
Davis (IL) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
DeLauro 
Denham 
Dent 
DesJarlais 
Deutch 
Diaz-Balart 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dold 
Donnelly (IN) 
Doyle 
Dreier 
Duncan (TN) 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Fattah 
Filner 
Fincher 
Fleischmann 
Fleming 
Flores 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Frank (MA) 
Frelinghuysen 
Fudge 
Gallegly 
Garamendi 
Gerlach 
Gohmert 
Gonzalez 
Gosar 
Granger 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Griffin (AR) 
Griffith (VA) 
Grijalva 
Grimm 
Guinta 
Guthrie 
Gutierrez 
Hanabusa 
Harman 
Harris 
Hartzler 
Hastings (FL) 
Hastings (WA) 
Heck 
Heinrich 
Herger 
Herrera Beutler 
Higgins 
Himes 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hirono 
Holt 
Honda 
Hoyer 
Huelskamp 
Hurt 
Inslee 
Issa 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson Lee 

(TX) 

Jenkins 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones 
Kaptur 
Keating 
Kelly 
Kildee 
King (IA) 
Kingston 
Kissell 
Kline 
Kucinich 
Labrador 
Lance 
Landry 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Latta 
Levin 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Loebsack 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Lucas 
Luján 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Lynch 
Mack 
Maloney 
Manzullo 
Markey 
Matsui 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCollum 
McCotter 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McKeon 
McKinley 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
McNerney 
Meeks 
Mica 
Michaud 
Miller (MI) 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, Gary 
Miller, George 
Moore 
Moran 
Murphy (CT) 
Murphy (PA) 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal 
Neugebauer 
Noem 
Nugent 
Nunes 
Pallone 
Pascrell 

Pastor (AZ) 
Paul 
Paulsen 
Payne 
Pearce 
Pelosi 
Perlmutter 
Peterson 
Petri 
Pingree (ME) 
Pitts 
Platts 
Polis 
Pompeo 
Posey 
Price (NC) 
Rangel 
Reichert 
Reyes 
Richardson 
Richmond 
Rigell 
Rivera 
Roe (TN) 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Ross (AR) 
Ross (FL) 
Rothman (NJ) 
Roybal-Allard 

Runyan 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Scalise 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schmidt 
Schrader 
Schwartz 
Scott (VA) 
Scott, David 
Serrano 
Sewell 
Sherman 
Shimkus 
Shuler 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Sires 
Slaughter 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Southerland 
Speier 
Stark 
Stearns 
Stivers 
Sutton 

Terry 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Tiberi 
Tierney 
Tipton 
Tonko 
Towns 
Tsongas 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walden 
Walz (MN) 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 
Watt 
Waxman 
Webster 
Weiner 
Welch 
West 
Whitfield 
Wilson (FL) 
Wolf 
Woodall 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Yarmuth 
Yoder 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NOES—117 

Amash 
Bachmann 
Barletta 
Barrow 
Benishek 
Biggert 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (NY) 
Brady (TX) 
Brooks 
Broun (GA) 
Bucshon 
Buerkle 
Campbell 
Canseco 
Cantor 
Chabot 
Coffman (CO) 
Connolly (VA) 
Cooper 
Cravaack 
Davis (KY) 
Doggett 
Duffy 
Duncan (SC) 
Ellmers 
Emerson 
Farenthold 
Farr 
Fitzpatrick 
Flake 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Gardner 
Garrett 
Gibbs 
Gibson 
Gingrey (GA) 
Goodlatte 

Gowdy 
Graves (GA) 
Graves (MO) 
Hall 
Hanna 
Harper 
Hayworth 
Heller 
Hensarling 
Holden 
Huizenga (MI) 
Hultgren 
Hunter 
Israel 
Kind 
King (NY) 
Kinzinger (IL) 
Lamborn 
Lankford 
Lee (CA) 
Long 
Luetkemeyer 
Lummis 
Marchant 
Marino 
Matheson 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McHenry 
McIntyre 
Meehan 
Miller (FL) 
Mulvaney 
Myrick 
Nunnelee 
Olson 
Olver 
Owens 

Palazzo 
Pence 
Peters 
Poe (TX) 
Price (GA) 
Quayle 
Quigley 
Rahall 
Reed 
Rehberg 
Renacci 
Ribble 
Roby 
Rokita 
Rooney 
Roskam 
Royce 
Ryan (OH) 
Ryan (WI) 
Schilling 
Schock 
Schweikert 
Scott (SC) 
Scott, Austin 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Smith (WA) 
Stutzman 
Sullivan 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Turner 
Upton 
Walberg 
Walsh (IL) 
Westmoreland 
Wilson (SC) 
Womack 
Young (IN) 

NOT VOTING—3 

Giffords Jordan Wittman 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR 

The Acting CHAIR (during the vote). 
There is 1 minute remaining in this 
vote. 

b 1057 

So the amendment was agreed to. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
Stated for: 
Mr. MCINTYRE. Mr. Chair, during rollcall 

vote No. 74 on H.R. 1, I mistakenly recorded 
my vote as ‘‘no’’ when I should have voted 
‘‘yes.’’ 

I ask unanimous consent that my statement 
appear in the RECORD following rollcall vote 
No. 74. 
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AMENDMENT NO. 410 OFFERED BY MR. PRICE OF 

GEORGIA 

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished 
business is the demand for a recorded 
vote on the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Georgia (Mr. PRICE) on 
which further proceedings were post-
poned and on which the ayes prevailed 
by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate the 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment. 

RECORDED VOTE 

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote 
has been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The Acting CHAIR. This will be a 2- 

minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 176, noes 250, 
not voting 7, as follows: 

[Roll No. 75] 

AYES—176 

Adams 
Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Amash 
Austria 
Bachmann 
Bachus 
Bartlett 
Barton (TX) 
Benishek 
Berg 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (UT) 
Black 
Blackburn 
Bonner 
Bono Mack 
Boustany 
Brady (TX) 
Brooks 
Broun (GA) 
Buchanan 
Buerkle 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Calvert 
Campbell 
Canseco 
Cantor 
Carter 
Cassidy 
Chabot 
Chaffetz 
Coble 
Coffman (CO) 
Cole 
Conaway 
Crawford 
Crenshaw 
Culberson 
Davis (KY) 
Denham 
DesJarlais 
Dreier 
Duncan (SC) 
Duncan (TN) 
Ellmers 
Fincher 
Flake 
Fleischmann 
Fleming 
Flores 
Forbes 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Gardner 

Garrett 
Gibbs 
Gingrey (GA) 
Gohmert 
Goodlatte 
Gosar 
Gowdy 
Granger 
Graves (GA) 
Griffin (AR) 
Griffith (VA) 
Guinta 
Guthrie 
Hall 
Harper 
Harris 
Hartzler 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayworth 
Heller 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Huelskamp 
Huizenga (MI) 
Hunter 
Hurt 
Issa 
Jenkins 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones 
Jordan 
King (IA) 
Kingston 
Lamborn 
Landry 
Lankford 
Latta 
Lewis (CA) 
Long 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Lummis 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Mack 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
Marino 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McHenry 
McKeon 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller, Gary 
Mulvaney 
Myrick 

Neugebauer 
Noem 
Nugent 
Nunes 
Nunnelee 
Olson 
Palazzo 
Paul 
Paulsen 
Pearce 
Pence 
Pitts 
Platts 
Poe (TX) 
Pompeo 
Posey 
Price (GA) 
Quayle 
Renacci 
Ribble 
Rigell 
Roby 
Roe (TN) 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rohrabacher 
Rokita 
Rooney 
Ross (FL) 
Royce 
Scalise 
Schmidt 
Scott (SC) 
Scott, Austin 
Sessions 
Shimkus 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (TX) 
Southerland 
Stearns 
Stutzman 
Terry 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tipton 
Upton 
Walsh (IL) 
Webster 
West 
Westmoreland 
Wilson (SC) 
Wolf 
Womack 
Woodall 
Yoder 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
Young (IN) 

NOES—250 

Ackerman 
Altmire 
Andrews 
Baca 
Baldwin 

Barletta 
Barrow 
Bass (CA) 
Bass (NH) 
Becerra 

Berkley 
Berman 
Biggert 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 

Blumenauer 
Boren 
Boswell 
Brady (PA) 
Braley (IA) 
Brown (FL) 
Bucshon 
Butterfield 
Camp 
Capito 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carney 
Carson (IN) 
Castor (FL) 
Chandler 
Chu 
Cicilline 
Clarke (MI) 
Clarke (NY) 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 
Connolly (VA) 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello 
Courtney 
Cravaack 
Critz 
Cuellar 
Cummings 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (IL) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
DeLauro 
Dent 
Deutch 
Diaz-Balart 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Dold 
Donnelly (IN) 
Doyle 
Duffy 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Emerson 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Farenthold 
Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Fitzpatrick 
Fortenberry 
Frank (MA) 
Fudge 
Garamendi 
Gerlach 
Gibson 
Gonzalez 
Graves (MO) 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Grimm 
Gutierrez 
Hanabusa 
Hanna 
Hastings (FL) 
Heck 
Heinrich 
Herrera Beutler 

Higgins 
Himes 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hirono 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hoyer 
Hultgren 
Inslee 
Israel 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson Lee 

(TX) 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Kaptur 
Keating 
Kelly 
Kildee 
Kind 
King (NY) 
Kinzinger (IL) 
Kissell 
Kline 
Kucinich 
Labrador 
Lance 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Lee (CA) 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Loebsack 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Luján 
Lynch 
Maloney 
Markey 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum 
McCotter 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McIntyre 
McKinley 
McNerney 
Meehan 
Meeks 
Michaud 
Miller (MI) 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, George 
Moore 
Moran 
Murphy (CT) 
Murphy (PA) 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal 
Olver 
Owens 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor (AZ) 
Payne 
Pelosi 
Perlmutter 
Peters 

Peterson 
Petri 
Pingree (ME) 
Polis 
Price (NC) 
Quigley 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Reed 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Reyes 
Richardson 
Richmond 
Rivera 
Rogers (MI) 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 
Ross (AR) 
Rothman (NJ) 
Roybal-Allard 
Runyan 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Ryan (WI) 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schilling 
Schock 
Schrader 
Schwartz 
Scott (VA) 
Scott, David 
Sensenbrenner 
Serrano 
Sewell 
Sherman 
Shuler 
Simpson 
Sires 
Slaughter 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (WA) 
Speier 
Stark 
Stivers 
Sutton 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Tiberi 
Tierney 
Tonko 
Towns 
Tsongas 
Turner 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walberg 
Walden 
Walz (MN) 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Welch 
Whitfield 
Wilson (FL) 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Yarmuth 

NOT VOTING—7 

Crowley 
Giffords 
Harman 

Schweikert 
Shuster 
Sullivan 

Wittman 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR 

The Acting CHAIR (during the vote). 
There is 1 minute remaining in this 
vote. 

b 1100 

So the amendment was rejected. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 

AMENDMENT NO. 100 OFFERED BY MR. WEINER 

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished 
business is the demand for a recorded 
vote on the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from New York (Mr. 
WEINER) on which further proceedings 
were postponed and on which the noes 
prevailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate the 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment. 

RECORDED VOTE 

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote 
has been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The Acting CHAIR. This will be a 2- 

minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 268, noes 163, 
not voting 2, as follows: 

[Roll No. 76] 

AYES—268 

Adams 
Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Altmire 
Amash 
Andrews 
Austria 
Baca 
Bachmann 
Bachus 
Barletta 
Barrow 
Bartlett 
Barton (TX) 
Bass (NH) 
Benishek 
Berg 
Biggert 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (NY) 
Bishop (UT) 
Black 
Blackburn 
Bonner 
Bono Mack 
Boren 
Boustany 
Brady (TX) 
Brooks 
Broun (GA) 
Buchanan 
Bucshon 
Buerkle 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Calvert 
Camp 
Campbell 
Canseco 
Cantor 
Capito 
Cardoza 
Carney 
Carter 
Cassidy 
Chabot 
Chaffetz 
Chandler 
Coble 
Coffman (CO) 
Conaway 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello 
Cravaack 
Crawford 
Crenshaw 
Cuellar 
Culberson 
Denham 
Dent 
DesJarlais 
Dingell 
Dold 
Dreier 
Duffy 
Duncan (SC) 

Duncan (TN) 
Ellmers 
Emerson 
Fincher 
Fitzpatrick 
Flake 
Fleischmann 
Fleming 
Flores 
Forbes 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Gardner 
Garrett 
Gerlach 
Gibbs 
Gibson 
Gingrey (GA) 
Gohmert 
Goodlatte 
Gosar 
Gowdy 
Graves (GA) 
Graves (MO) 
Green, Gene 
Griffin (AR) 
Griffith (VA) 
Grimm 
Guinta 
Guthrie 
Hanna 
Harper 
Harris 
Hartzler 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayworth 
Heck 
Heller 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Herrera Beutler 
Himes 
Holden 
Huelskamp 
Huizenga (MI) 
Hultgren 
Hunter 
Hurt 
Israel 
Issa 
Jenkins 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones 
Jordan 
Kelly 
Kind 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kinzinger (IL) 
Kissell 
Kline 
Labrador 
Lamborn 
Lance 
Landry 

Lankford 
Larsen (WA) 
Latham 
Latta 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Long 
Luetkemeyer 
Lummis 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Mack 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
Marino 
Matheson 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McCotter 
McHenry 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
McKinley 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
Meehan 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller, Gary 
Mulvaney 
Murphy (PA) 
Myrick 
Neugebauer 
Noem 
Nugent 
Nunes 
Nunnelee 
Olson 
Owens 
Palazzo 
Pascrell 
Paul 
Paulsen 
Pearce 
Pence 
Peters 
Peterson 
Petri 
Pitts 
Platts 
Poe (TX) 
Pompeo 
Posey 
Price (GA) 
Quayle 
Rahall 
Reed 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Renacci 
Ribble 
Rigell 
Rivera 
Roby 
Roe (TN) 
Rogers (AL) 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 04:57 Feb 18, 2011 Jkt 099060 PO 00000 Frm 00014 Fmt 7634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\K17FE7.033 H17FEPT1jb
el

l o
n 

D
S

K
J8

S
O

Y
B

1P
R

O
D

 w
ith

 H
O

U
S

E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H1087 February 17, 2011 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Rokita 
Rooney 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 
Ross (AR) 
Ross (FL) 
Rothman (NJ) 
Royce 
Runyan 
Ryan (WI) 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Scalise 
Schilling 
Schmidt 
Schock 
Schrader 
Schwartz 
Schweikert 
Scott (SC) 

Scott, Austin 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Sewell 
Shimkus 
Shuler 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Southerland 
Stearns 
Stivers 
Stutzman 
Sullivan 
Terry 
Thompson (PA) 
Tiberi 
Tipton 
Turner 
Upton 

Visclosky 
Walberg 
Walden 
Walsh (IL) 
Walz (MN) 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Webster 
Weiner 
West 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Wilson (SC) 
Womack 
Woodall 
Yarmuth 
Yoder 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
Young (IN) 

NOES—163 

Ackerman 
Baldwin 
Bass (CA) 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Bishop (GA) 
Blumenauer 
Boswell 
Brady (PA) 
Braley (IA) 
Brown (FL) 
Butterfield 
Capps 
Capuano 
Carnahan 
Carson (IN) 
Castor (FL) 
Chu 
Cicilline 
Clarke (MI) 
Clarke (NY) 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 
Cole 
Connolly (VA) 
Conyers 
Courtney 
Critz 
Crowley 
Cummings 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis (KY) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
DeLauro 
Deutch 
Diaz-Balart 
Dicks 
Doggett 
Donnelly (IN) 
Doyle 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Farenthold 
Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Fortenberry 
Frank (MA) 

Fudge 
Garamendi 
Gonzalez 
Granger 
Green, Al 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Hall 
Hanabusa 
Harman 
Hastings (FL) 
Heinrich 
Higgins 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hirono 
Holt 
Honda 
Hoyer 
Inslee 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson Lee 

(TX) 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Kaptur 
Keating 
Kildee 
Kingston 
Kucinich 
Langevin 
Larson (CT) 
LaTourette 
Lee (CA) 
Levin 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
Loebsack 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Lucas 
Luján 
Lynch 
Maloney 
Markey 
Matsui 
McCollum 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McNerney 
Meeks 
Michaud 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, George 
Moore 

Moran 
Murphy (CT) 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal 
Olver 
Pallone 
Pastor (AZ) 
Payne 
Pelosi 
Perlmutter 
Pingree (ME) 
Polis 
Price (NC) 
Quigley 
Rangel 
Reyes 
Richardson 
Richmond 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sarbanes 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Scott (VA) 
Scott, David 
Serrano 
Sherman 
Sires 
Slaughter 
Smith (WA) 
Speier 
Stark 
Sutton 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Thornberry 
Tierney 
Tonko 
Towns 
Tsongas 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Waters 
Watt 
Waxman 
Welch 
Wilson (FL) 
Wolf 
Woolsey 
Wu 

NOT VOTING—2 

Giffords Wittman 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR 

The Acting CHAIR (during the vote). 
There is 1 minute remaining in this 
vote. 

b 1104 

So the amendment was agreed to. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
AMENDMENT NO. 248 OFFERED BY MR. CANSECO 

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished 
business is the demand for a recorded 
vote on the amendment offered by the 

gentleman from Texas (Mr. CANSECO) 
on which further proceedings were 
postponed and on which the noes pre-
vailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate the 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment. 

RECORDED VOTE 

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote 
has been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The Acting CHAIR. This will be a 2- 

minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 274, noes 155, 
not voting 4, as follows: 

[Roll No. 77] 

AYES—274 

Adams 
Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Altmire 
Amash 
Austria 
Bachmann 
Bachus 
Barletta 
Barrow 
Bartlett 
Barton (TX) 
Bass (NH) 
Benishek 
Berg 
Biggert 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (NY) 
Black 
Blackburn 
Bonner 
Bono Mack 
Boren 
Boswell 
Boustany 
Brady (TX) 
Brooks 
Broun (GA) 
Buchanan 
Bucshon 
Buerkle 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Calvert 
Camp 
Campbell 
Canseco 
Cantor 
Capito 
Cardoza 
Carney 
Carter 
Cassidy 
Castor (FL) 
Chabot 
Chaffetz 
Chandler 
Coble 
Coffman (CO) 
Cole 
Conaway 
Connolly (VA) 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello 
Cravaack 
Crawford 
Crenshaw 
Cuellar 
Culberson 
Davis (KY) 
DeFazio 
Denham 
Dent 
DesJarlais 
Diaz-Balart 
Dingell 
Dold 
Donnelly (IN) 
Dreier 
Duffy 
Duncan (SC) 

Duncan (TN) 
Ellmers 
Emerson 
Farenthold 
Fincher 
Fitzpatrick 
Flake 
Fleischmann 
Fleming 
Flores 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Garamendi 
Gardner 
Garrett 
Gerlach 
Gibbs 
Gibson 
Gingrey (GA) 
Gohmert 
Goodlatte 
Gosar 
Gowdy 
Granger 
Graves (GA) 
Graves (MO) 
Griffin (AR) 
Griffith (VA) 
Grimm 
Guinta 
Guthrie 
Hall 
Hanna 
Harper 
Harris 
Hartzler 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayworth 
Heck 
Heller 
Hensarling 
Herrera Beutler 
Himes 
Holden 
Huelskamp 
Huizenga (MI) 
Hultgren 
Hunter 
Hurt 
Inslee 
Israel 
Issa 
Jenkins 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones 
Jordan 
Keating 
Kelly 
Kind 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kissell 
Kline 
Labrador 
Lamborn 
Lance 
Landry 

Lankford 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Latta 
Lewis (CA) 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Long 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Lummis 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Mack 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
Marino 
Matheson 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McCotter 
McHenry 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
McKinley 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller, Gary 
Mulvaney 
Murphy (PA) 
Myrick 
Neugebauer 
Noem 
Nugent 
Nunes 
Nunnelee 
Olson 
Owens 
Palazzo 
Pascrell 
Paul 
Pearce 
Pence 
Peters 
Peterson 
Petri 
Pitts 
Platts 
Poe (TX) 
Pompeo 
Posey 
Price (GA) 
Quayle 
Rahall 
Reed 
Rehberg 
Renacci 
Ribble 
Rigell 
Rivera 
Roby 
Roe (TN) 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Rokita 
Rooney 
Ros-Lehtinen 

Roskam 
Ross (AR) 
Ross (FL) 
Royce 
Runyan 
Ryan (WI) 
Scalise 
Schilling 
Schmidt 
Schock 
Schrader 
Schwartz 
Schweikert 
Scott (SC) 
Scott, Austin 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shimkus 
Shuler 

Shuster 
Simpson 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (TX) 
Southerland 
Speier 
Stearns 
Stivers 
Stutzman 
Sullivan 
Sutton 
Terry 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tiberi 
Tipton 
Turner 
Upton 
Visclosky 

Walberg 
Walden 
Walsh (IL) 
Walz (MN) 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Webster 
West 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Wilson (SC) 
Wolf 
Womack 
Woodall 
Yarmuth 
Young (AK) 
Young (IN) 

NOES—155 

Ackerman 
Andrews 
Baca 
Baldwin 
Bass (CA) 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (UT) 
Blumenauer 
Brady (PA) 
Braley (IA) 
Brown (FL) 
Butterfield 
Capps 
Capuano 
Carnahan 
Carson (IN) 
Chu 
Cicilline 
Clarke (MI) 
Clarke (NY) 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 
Conyers 
Courtney 
Critz 
Crowley 
Cummings 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (IL) 
DeGette 
DeLauro 
Deutch 
Dicks 
Doggett 
Doyle 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Frank (MA) 
Fudge 
Gonzalez 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 

Gutierrez 
Hanabusa 
Harman 
Hastings (FL) 
Heinrich 
Higgins 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hirono 
Holt 
Honda 
Hoyer 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson Lee 

(TX) 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Kaptur 
Kildee 
Kinzinger (IL) 
Kucinich 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Lee (CA) 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Loebsack 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Luján 
Lynch 
Maloney 
Markey 
Matsui 
McCollum 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McNerney 
Meehan 
Meeks 
Michaud 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, George 
Moore 
Moran 
Murphy (CT) 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal 
Olver 
Pallone 
Pastor (AZ) 

Paulsen 
Payne 
Pelosi 
Perlmutter 
Pingree (ME) 
Polis 
Price (NC) 
Quigley 
Rangel 
Reichert 
Reyes 
Richardson 
Richmond 
Rothman (NJ) 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Scott (VA) 
Scott, David 
Serrano 
Sewell 
Sherman 
Sires 
Slaughter 
Smith (WA) 
Stark 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Tierney 
Tonko 
Towns 
Tsongas 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Waters 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Welch 
Wilson (FL) 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Yoder 
Young (FL) 

NOT VOTING—4 

Giffords 
Herger 

Smith (NJ) 
Wittman 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR 
The Acting CHAIR (during the vote). 

There is 1 minute remaining in this 
vote. 

b 1107 
Mr. DIAZ-BALART changed his vote 

from ‘‘no’’ to ‘‘aye.’’ 
So the amendment was agreed to. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
AMENDMENT NO. 29 OFFERED BY MR. HELLER 
The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished 

business is the demand for a recorded 
vote on the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Nevada (Mr. HELLER) 
on which further proceedings were 
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postponed and on which the noes pre-
vailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate the 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment. 

RECORDED VOTE 

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote 
has been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The Acting CHAIR. This will be a 2- 

minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 190, noes 241, 
not voting 2, as follows: 

[Roll No. 78] 

AYES—190 

Adams 
Aderholt 
Akin 
Amash 
Austria 
Bachmann 
Barletta 
Bartlett 
Barton (TX) 
Benishek 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (UT) 
Black 
Blackburn 
Boswell 
Brooks 
Broun (GA) 
Buchanan 
Bucshon 
Buerkle 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Camp 
Campbell 
Canseco 
Cantor 
Carter 
Chabot 
Chaffetz 
Coble 
Coffman (CO) 
Conaway 
Costello 
Culberson 
DeFazio 
Dent 
DesJarlais 
Diaz-Balart 
Duffy 
Duncan (SC) 
Duncan (TN) 
Ellmers 
Farenthold 
Fincher 
Fitzpatrick 
Flake 
Fleischmann 
Fleming 
Flores 
Forbes 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Gardner 
Garrett 
Gerlach 
Gibbs 
Gibson 
Gingrey (GA) 
Gohmert 
Goodlatte 
Gosar 
Gowdy 
Granger 

Graves (GA) 
Graves (MO) 
Griffith (VA) 
Guinta 
Hall 
Hanna 
Harris 
Hartzler 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayworth 
Heck 
Heller 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Holden 
Huelskamp 
Huizenga (MI) 
Hunter 
Hurt 
Jenkins 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones 
Jordan 
Kelly 
King (IA) 
Kingston 
Kissell 
Labrador 
Lamborn 
Lance 
Landry 
Lankford 
Latham 
Latta 
LoBiondo 
Long 
Luetkemeyer 
Lynch 
Mack 
Manzullo 
Marino 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McCotter 
McHenry 
McIntyre 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
Meehan 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Mulvaney 
Murphy (PA) 
Myrick 
Neugebauer 
Nugent 
Nunes 
Nunnelee 
Olson 
Palazzo 

Paul 
Pearce 
Pence 
Peters 
Petri 
Pitts 
Platts 
Poe (TX) 
Pompeo 
Posey 
Price (GA) 
Quayle 
Rahall 
Reed 
Rehberg 
Ribble 
Rigell 
Rivera 
Roby 
Roe (TN) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Rokita 
Rooney 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Ross (FL) 
Royce 
Runyan 
Ryan (WI) 
Scalise 
Schmidt 
Schrader 
Schweikert 
Scott (SC) 
Scott, Austin 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (TX) 
Southerland 
Stearns 
Stutzman 
Sullivan 
Terry 
Thornberry 
Tiberi 
Tipton 
Upton 
Walberg 
Walden 
Walsh (IL) 
Webster 
Westmoreland 
Wilson (SC) 
Woodall 
Yoder 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
Young (IN) 

NOES—241 

Ackerman 
Alexander 
Altmire 
Andrews 
Baca 
Bachus 
Baldwin 
Barrow 
Bass (CA) 
Bass (NH) 

Becerra 
Berg 
Berkley 
Berman 
Biggert 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Blumenauer 
Bonner 
Bono Mack 

Boren 
Boustany 
Brady (PA) 
Brady (TX) 
Braley (IA) 
Brown (FL) 
Butterfield 
Calvert 
Capito 
Capps 

Capuano 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carney 
Carson (IN) 
Cassidy 
Castor (FL) 
Chandler 
Chu 
Cicilline 
Clarke (MI) 
Clarke (NY) 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 
Cole 
Connolly (VA) 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Courtney 
Cravaack 
Crawford 
Crenshaw 
Critz 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Cummings 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis (KY) 
DeGette 
DeLauro 
Denham 
Deutch 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Dold 
Donnelly (IN) 
Doyle 
Dreier 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Emerson 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Fortenberry 
Frank (MA) 
Frelinghuysen 
Fudge 
Gallegly 
Garamendi 
Gonzalez 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Griffin (AR) 
Grijalva 
Grimm 
Guthrie 
Gutierrez 
Hanabusa 
Harman 
Harper 
Hastings (FL) 
Heinrich 
Herrera Beutler 
Higgins 

Himes 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hirono 
Holt 
Honda 
Hoyer 
Hultgren 
Inslee 
Israel 
Issa 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson Lee 

(TX) 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Kaptur 
Keating 
Kildee 
Kind 
King (NY) 
Kinzinger (IL) 
Kline 
Kucinich 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
LaTourette 
Lee (CA) 
Levin 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
Loebsack 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Lucas 
Luján 
Lummis 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Maloney 
Marchant 
Markey 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McKeon 
McKinley 
McNerney 
Meeks 
Michaud 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, Gary 
Miller, George 
Moore 
Moran 
Murphy (CT) 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal 
Noem 
Olver 
Owens 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor (AZ) 
Paulsen 
Payne 

Pelosi 
Perlmutter 
Peterson 
Pingree (ME) 
Polis 
Price (NC) 
Quigley 
Rangel 
Reichert 
Renacci 
Reyes 
Richardson 
Richmond 
Rogers (AL) 
Roskam 
Ross (AR) 
Rothman (NJ) 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schilling 
Schock 
Schwartz 
Scott (VA) 
Scott, David 
Serrano 
Sewell 
Sherman 
Shuler 
Sires 
Slaughter 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (WA) 
Speier 
Stark 
Stivers 
Sutton 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Thompson (PA) 
Tierney 
Tonko 
Towns 
Tsongas 
Turner 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walz (MN) 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Welch 
West 
Whitfield 
Wilson (FL) 
Wolf 
Womack 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Yarmuth 

NOT VOTING—2 

Giffords Wittman 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR 
The Acting CHAIR (during the vote). 

There is 1 minute remaining in this 
vote. 

b 1111 

Mrs. ROBY and Mr. NUNNELEE 
changed their vote from ‘‘no’’ to ‘‘aye.’’ 

So the amendment was rejected. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
AMENDMENT NO. 43 OFFERED BY MR. SESSIONS 
The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished 

business is the demand for a recorded 
vote on the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Texas (Mr. SESSIONS) 
on which further proceedings were 
postponed and on which the ayes pre-
vailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate the 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment. 

RECORDED VOTE 

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote 
has been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The Acting CHAIR. This will be a 2- 

minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 176, noes 250, 
not voting 7, as follows: 

[Roll No. 79] 

AYES—176 

Adams 
Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Amash 
Austria 
Bachmann 
Bartlett 
Barton (TX) 
Benishek 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (UT) 
Black 
Blackburn 
Bonner 
Bono Mack 
Boustany 
Brady (TX) 
Brooks 
Broun (GA) 
Buchanan 
Bucshon 
Buerkle 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Calvert 
Campbell 
Canseco 
Cantor 
Carter 
Cassidy 
Chabot 
Chaffetz 
Coffman (CO) 
Conaway 
Cravaack 
Crawford 
Crenshaw 
Culberson 
Davis (KY) 
Denham 
DesJarlais 
Dreier 
Duffy 
Duncan (SC) 
Duncan (TN) 
Ellmers 
Emerson 
Farenthold 
Fincher 
Flake 
Fleischmann 
Fleming 
Flores 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Gallegly 
Gardner 
Garrett 

Gibbs 
Gingrey (GA) 
Goodlatte 
Gosar 
Gowdy 
Granger 
Graves (GA) 
Graves (MO) 
Griffin (AR) 
Griffith (VA) 
Guinta 
Guthrie 
Harper 
Harris 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayworth 
Heck 
Heller 
Hensarling 
Herrera Beutler 
Huelskamp 
Huizenga (MI) 
Hultgren 
Hunter 
Hurt 
Issa 
Jenkins 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones 
Jordan 
King (IA) 
Kingston 
Kline 
Labrador 
Lamborn 
Landry 
Lankford 
Latta 
Long 
Luetkemeyer 
Lummis 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Mack 
Marino 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McHenry 
McKeon 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller, Gary 
Mulvaney 
Myrick 
Neugebauer 
Noem 

Nugent 
Nunes 
Nunnelee 
Olson 
Paul 
Paulsen 
Pearce 
Pence 
Petri 
Pitts 
Poe (TX) 
Pompeo 
Posey 
Price (GA) 
Quayle 
Reichert 
Renacci 
Ribble 
Rivera 
Roby 
Roe (TN) 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rohrabacher 
Rokita 
Rooney 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 
Ross (FL) 
Royce 
Ryan (WI) 
Scalise 
Schmidt 
Schweikert 
Scott (SC) 
Scott, Austin 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Simpson 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (TX) 
Southerland 
Stearns 
Stutzman 
Terry 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tipton 
Walden 
Walsh (IL) 
Webster 
West 
Westmoreland 
Wilson (SC) 
Womack 
Woodall 
Yoder 
Young (IN) 

NOES—250 

Ackerman 
Altmire 
Andrews 
Baca 
Bachus 
Baldwin 
Barletta 
Barrow 
Bass (CA) 
Bass (NH) 
Becerra 
Berg 
Berkley 
Berman 
Biggert 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 

Blumenauer 
Boren 
Boswell 
Brady (PA) 
Braley (IA) 
Brown (FL) 
Butterfield 
Camp 
Capito 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carney 
Carson (IN) 
Castor (FL) 
Chandler 

Chu 
Cicilline 
Clarke (MI) 
Clarke (NY) 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Coble 
Cohen 
Cole 
Connolly (VA) 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello 
Courtney 
Critz 
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Crowley 
Cuellar 
Cummings 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (IL) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Dent 
Deutch 
Diaz-Balart 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Dold 
Donnelly (IN) 
Doyle 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Fitzpatrick 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Frank (MA) 
Frelinghuysen 
Fudge 
Garamendi 
Gerlach 
Gibson 
Gohmert 
Gonzalez 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Grimm 
Gutierrez 
Hanabusa 
Hanna 
Harman 
Hartzler 
Hastings (FL) 
Heinrich 
Higgins 
Himes 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hirono 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hoyer 
Inslee 
Israel 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson Lee 

(TX) 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Kaptur 
Keating 
Kelly 
Kildee 
Kind 
King (NY) 

Kinzinger (IL) 
Kissell 
Kucinich 
Lance 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Lee (CA) 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Loebsack 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Lucas 
Luján 
Lynch 
Maloney 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
Markey 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum 
McCotter 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McIntyre 
McKinley 
McNerney 
Meehan 
Meeks 
Michaud 
Miller (MI) 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, George 
Moore 
Moran 
Murphy (CT) 
Murphy (PA) 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal 
Olver 
Owens 
Palazzo 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor (AZ) 
Payne 
Pelosi 
Perlmutter 
Peters 
Peterson 
Pingree (ME) 
Platts 
Polis 
Price (NC) 
Quigley 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Reed 
Rehberg 
Reyes 

Richardson 
Richmond 
Rigell 
Rogers (MI) 
Ross (AR) 
Rothman (NJ) 
Roybal-Allard 
Runyan 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schilling 
Schock 
Schrader 
Schwartz 
Scott (VA) 
Scott, David 
Sewell 
Sherman 
Shimkus 
Shuler 
Shuster 
Sires 
Slaughter 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (WA) 
Speier 
Stark 
Stivers 
Sullivan 
Sutton 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Tiberi 
Tierney 
Tonko 
Towns 
Tsongas 
Turner 
Upton 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walberg 
Walz (MN) 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Welch 
Whitfield 
Wilson (FL) 
Wolf 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Yarmuth 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NOT VOTING—7 

DeLauro 
Giffords 
Hall 

Herger 
Lewis (CA) 
Serrano 

Wittman 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR 
The Acting CHAIR (during the vote). 

There is 1 minute remaining in this 
vote. 
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So the amendment was rejected. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-

man, I move to strike the last word. 
The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman is 

recognized for 5 minutes. 
Mr. YOUNG of Florida. For the pur-

pose of entering into a colloquy, I yield 
to the gentleman from Missouri (Mr. 
AKIN). 

Mr. AKIN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. Chairman, the goal of this col-

loquy is to clarify language associated 
with funds provided for the Expedi-

tionary Fighting Vehicle, or EFV, in 
the Research, Development, Test and 
Evaluation, Navy section of the bill. It 
is my understanding that the accom-
panying table states that $145 million 
of the funds provided for the EFV ter-
mination liability may be released 
only for use in system development and 
demonstration activities upon certifi-
cation by the Secretary. 

Mr. Chairman, is that the language 
included in the report accompanying 
this bill? 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, the gentleman is correct. The 
language which is included in the ex-
planatory tables provides $145 million 
for termination liability, or for contin-
ued system development and dem-
onstration if certified by the Sec-
retary. 

Mr. AKIN. Mr. Chairman, my concern 
is that the Department of Defense may 
interpret this language as direction 
from Congress to terminate EFV in 
this year, regardless of any rec-
ommendations made by Congress dur-
ing debate on the fiscal year 2012 budg-
et. 

No matter how this issue is resolved 
by Congress in fiscal year 2012, orderly 
conclusion of the fiscal year 2011 SDD 
activities that are already under con-
tract and well underway is essential for 
the Nation to get a usable product for 
its $3 billion investment. My reading of 
this language is that it provides suffi-
cient flexibility for the Department to 
continue through SDD, and we encour-
age the Department to do just that. 

Mr. Chairman, is it the intent of the 
committee to provide sufficient flexi-
bility for the Department to continue 
SDD activities related to the EFV? 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. I would say to 
the gentleman, Mr. Chairman, that it 
is the intent of the committee to pro-
vide that flexibility. In fact, it is my 
hope that the Department exercises 
this flexibility to finish SDD activities 
and get something usable for the $3 bil-
lion investment that we have already 
made. 

Here is a unique opportunity for a 
win-win situation. The Marines want 
to cancel the program, and they would 
normally pay a $145 million termi-
nation fee. Here is an opportunity, and 
we believe the contractor is agreeable, 
to forego the payment of the $145 mil-
lion to them, but use that money to 
continue the program so that we at 
least get something for the $3 billion 
that we have already appropriated. 

If I might expand on the colloquy, 
one of the problems that we have in 
our defense budgeting is that we too 
often start a program, spend a lot of 
money on it, and then decide to termi-
nate it and get little or nothing for 
what we already did. So I believe it is 
important for the Department to have 
this flexibility as they negotiate the 
remaining activities for the fiscal year. 

It is my hope the Department would 
be able to reach an agreement which 
would provide for an orderly conclusion 
of the fiscal year 2011 SDD activities 

and ensure the Marine Corps is able to 
harvest the advances in technology and 
beneficial equipment from the pro-
gram, should the program not be con-
tinued. 

Mr. AKIN. Chairman YOUNG, I would 
appreciate a commitment from you to 
work together on the issue, the Appro-
priations Committee and the Armed 
Services Committee, as we consider the 
fiscal 2012 defense budget. The Congress 
must ensure that marines have the 
equipment they need to successfully 
accomplish the missions they are asked 
to perform, and that includes amphib-
ious assault. 

b 1120 
I appreciate your willingness to work 

on this. I think that what we’re doing 
is we’ve got $3 billion already invested. 
As you say, it doesn’t make sense to 
waste that investment, especially when 
you’re talking about a very small 
amount of money to finish up. It leaves 
the flexibility to take a really good 
look at how do we accomplish that 
critical mission of moving marines 
from the ocean to the shore. 

So I appreciate your working on this 
colloquy and agreeing to where we’re 
going. 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. The gen-
tleman knows that he and I are on the 
same page on this issue. We want to 
get something for the money we’ve al-
ready spent, and we think this is a way 
out. 

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike the requisite number of words. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Washington is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, as I un-
derstand it, if we can add $34 million to 
the funding, we can get all the testing 
completed and not have to pay termi-
nation costs under the contract. So it 
seems to me you can make a case that 
this is the most cost-effective thing to 
do. That’s at least what I understood. 

Is that the gentleman’s under-
standing, or should we get the Marine 
Corps up here to try to explain this, or 
somebody? 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Will the gen-
tleman yield? 

Mr. DICKS. I yield to the gentleman. 
Mr. YOUNG of Florida. My under-

standing is the $34 million would be to 
complete the research and the develop-
ment of the program and to develop the 
new innovations to this particular ve-
hicle. 

Mr. DICKS. I think that’s a wise 
course. I look forward to working with 
the gentleman on this. 

Mr. REICHERT. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the last word. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Washington is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. REICHERT. Mr. Chairman, I 
want to engage in a colloquy with my 
colleague from Florida, the chairman 
of the House Defense Appropriations 
Committee. I stand today to support 
wounded warrior rehabilitation pro-
grams that support our brave military 
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men and women who have sacrificed 
parts of their body for our freedom; 
men and woman who have sacrificed so 
much that today we can stand here on 
this floor and offer our remarks. These 
programs provide life-saving, life- 
changing rehabilitation services to 
thousands of injured servicemen and 
-women. 

We must keep our promise to our 
troops and veterans, consistent with 
the Pledge to America, which allows 
exceptions related to government fund-
ing so that we can honor our commit-
ment to those who have served. We all 
know in this Chamber that we can 
never repay what our military men and 
women have sacrificed for us and for 
our freedom, witnessed today by Mr. 
JOHNSON’s presence at the chair and 
our recognition of the troops who have 
served. These programs are a small 
way to support those who have sac-
rificed so much to keep us safe and 
free. 

Mr. Chairman and Ranking Member 
DICKS, as you begin the difficult task of 
reviewing the fiscal year 2012 budget, I 
ask that you consider the needs and 
the well-being of our injured service-
men and -women. I hope that we can 
work together to ensure that these 
types of rehabilitation programs for 
wounded warriors are given fair consid-
eration during that process. 

Mr. Chairman, I now yield to the gen-
tleman from Rhode Island (Mr. 
LANGEVIN). 

Mr. LANGEVIN. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, I would also like to 
highlight the success of the wounded 
warrior rehabilitation program, spe-
cifically those which use community- 
based partnerships to provide injured 
U.S. military personnel with the oppor-
tunity to engage in sports activities as 
part of their rehabilitation at DOD 
medical centers in their home commu-
nities. These programs illustrate the 
power of sports activities to help 
wounded warriors return to a healthy 
and active lifestyle. Today, thousands 
of injured servicemembers from the 
Iraq and Afghanistan conflicts have 
benefited from these programs, and 
some even participated in the Depart-
ment’s first Wounded Warrior Games 
competition held last May. 

Wounded warrior rehabilitation pro-
grams are located at major DOD med-
ical treatment facilities, military in-
stallations, veterans facilities, and the 
communities around the country where 
our injured servicemembers live. 
Wounded warriors, as we all know, la-
dies and gentlemen, are heroes for serv-
ing our country and important role 
models to so many people in our com-
munities. We greatly appreciate their 
service, their sacrifice, and their lead-
ership. 

Mr. REICHERT. Mr. Chairman, I now 
yield to the ranking member of the Ap-
propriations Committee, the gen-
tleman from Washington (Mr. DICKS). 

Mr. DICKS. I appreciate the oppor-
tunity to speak on this issue. Wounded 

warrior rehabilitation programs that 
have worked with national and commu-
nity organizations have provided sub-
stantial support for injured members of 
our Armed Forces to participate in 
physical activity as an important as-
pect of their rehabilitation. Research 
shows that daily physical activity en-
hances wounded warriors’ confidence, 
achievements, and quality of life. 
These programs are essential, and I 
would like to work with my colleague 
in the upcoming year to ensure that 
those programs will continue. 

Mr. REICHERT. Mr. Chairman, I now 
yield to the gentleman from Florida 
(Mr. YOUNG). 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I want to congratulate and thank 
the gentleman from Washington for 
bringing this matter before the House 
today. It is something that Mr. DICKS 
and I have worked with ever since 
these wars began—something that we 
cannot overlook, something that is ex-
tremely, extremely serious—a major 
debt that we owe to the men and 
women who serve our country as 
warfighters. And so I would say again 
to the gentleman from Washington 
(Mr. REICHERT), thank you very much 
for bringing this matter before the 
House today. 

Mr. REICHERT. Thank you, Mr. 
Chairman, and I thank the ranking 
member. I look forward to working 
with you and Mr. LANGEVIN in making 
sure that our wounded veterans return-
ing home are rehabilitated, are coun-
seled, and receive the medical care and 
encouragement they need to lead a 
fruitful life. 

Mr. DICKS. Will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. REICHERT. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Washington. 

Mr. DICKS. I really think we’ve got 
to solve this problem. This is very un-
fair, this one program. This is a na-
tional program in every sense of the 
word, and we have either got to get it 
authorized or do whatever we have to 
do to make this possible. I look for-
ward to working with you to achieve 
that. 

Mr. REICHERT. Reclaiming my 
time, I thank the gentleman, and I 
look forward to working with you. I 
really appreciate your enthusiasm and 
passion. I know all of us in this body 
would support this issue once we can 
get it solved. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
Mrs. EMERSON. Mr. Chairman, I 

move to strike the last word. 
The Acting CHAIR. The gentlewoman 

from Missouri is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

Mrs. EMERSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
wish to enter into a colloquy with the 
gentleman from Georgia. 

Mr. BROUN of Georgia. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise today to enter into a col-
loquy with my friend and distinguished 
chairwoman of the Appropriations Sub-
committee on Financial Services and 
General Government. I would like to 
thank you, Madam Chairman, as well 

as Chairman ROGERS and your respec-
tive staffs, for all your hard work. I ap-
preciate your willingness to work with 
me and my staff on this issue. 

I planned on offering my amendment, 
No. 264, that would have prevented any 
funding in this act to be used for va-
cant Federal properties. However it’s 
drafted, this language would have had 
serious unintended consequences. We 
see those sorts of things happen around 
here a lot. 

I would like to take this opportunity 
to clarify the intent behind my amend-
ment and how it highlights an increas-
ingly larger problem. According to a 
Senate report on questionable spend-
ing, roughly $25 billion is spent annu-
ally to maintain vacant or unused Fed-
eral properties. My goal is to close off 
that spigot of Federal waste. Unfortu-
nately, my amendment as drafted 
would have inadvertently prevented 
basic security or the ability to respond 
to an emergency situation such as a 
broken pipe or others. 

That being said, even with the cur-
rent funds, we have numerous vacant 
Federal buildings crumbling all across 
our Nation. The Veterans Administra-
tion alone spends $170 million a year, 
often on buildings that they would 
rather sell, were Congress not standing 
in the way. In fact, a good example is 
those at the Charlie Norwood VA Cen-
ter in Augusta, Georgia, that I rep-
resent. 

If we intend to tackle other difficult 
problems, we cannot continue to punt 
on the simple ones. It is outrageous 
that hundreds of billions of dollars 
have been wasted on unused buildings 
sitting for over a decade waiting for 
renovation funding. We need to sell 
what isn’t absolutely necessary and in 
the meantime stop burning dollars on 
the maintenance of buildings going to 
waste. 

b 1130 
The problem with these buildings is 

symbolic of the Federal Government as 
a whole; so large and bloated that some 
are lost in limbo, decaying and sapping 
valuable resources. We have redundant 
agencies and regulations lost in the 
bloat, just like these buildings. Again, 
if we hope to make headway on the 
critical budget issues that we face as a 
Nation, we must begin with these 
smaller commonsense changes. 

I hope that my colleagues will allow 
me to work on this issue with them 
during this process and the upcoming 
2012 appropriations cycle. And I just re-
quest from the chairman, I hope that 
you will work with me. We’ve got 
many vacant unused Federal properties 
all over this country that we need to 
stop funding. We need to sell these and 
reduce the debt by the funds that we 
do. 

So I’d like to ask the chairman of the 
subcommittee if she’ll be eager to work 
with me on this issue. 

Mrs. EMERSON. The gentleman 
raises an absolutely critical issue that 
there are examples of all over the coun-
try. We are more than willing to work 
with you on a continuing basis. 
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You may be happy to note that we 

have cut $1.7 billion from the public 
buildings fund in this continuing reso-
lution. But we’ve got a lot more work 
to do. And as we prepare the FY 2012 
spending bill, I think that we’ll find 
more examples. It’s very critical to 
save every penny we can. 

I just want to thank you so much for 
your dedication to finding all the waste 
that we have in the Federal budget. 

Mr. BROUN of Georgia. Thank you, 
chairman. I appreciate your willing-
ness to work with me. 
AMENDMENT NO. 189 OFFERED BY MS. WOOLSEY 
Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Chairman, I offer 

an amendment. 
The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 

designate the amendment. 
The text of the amendment is as fol-

lows: 
At the end of the bill (before the short 

title), insert the following: 
SEC. ll. None of the funds made available 

by division A of this Act may be used to re-
search, develop, test, evaluate, or procure 
any of the following: 

(1) Expeditionary Fighting Vehicle. 
(2) V–22 Osprey aircraft. 

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Mr. Chair-
man, I reserve a point of order on the 
gentlelady’s amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. A point of order 
is reserved. 

The gentlewoman from California is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Chairman, this 
amendment would eliminate the V–22 
Osprey aircraft and the expeditionary 
fighting vehicle. For years, the Pen-
tagon has been throwing billions at 
weapons systems that don’t work and 
don’t keep us safe; weapons systems 
that are obsolete in the post-Cold War 
era; weapons systems that are not giv-
ing us bang for the buck. 

The V–22 Osprey is essentially a 
lemon. It makes defense contractors 
rich but doesn’t make our military 
strong. It has a notoriously bad safety 
record, having killed 30 of our own peo-
ple in training exercises, and a deadly 
V–22 crash in Afghanistan last year was 
claimed as a victory by the Taliban. 
Billions over budget for a weapons sys-
tem that’s killing our own people—not 
a good deal for the taxpayer, to say the 
least. 

The GAO has noted that this plane 
has trouble flying over 8,000 feet or in 
extreme heat. It also has problems car-
rying troops, transporting cargo, and 
operating in high-threat environments. 

A combat plane that can’t operate in 
high-threat environments? Is there 
anything the Osprey can do? Actually, 
can it deliver mail? The President’s 
deficit commission recently rec-
ommended we stop writing blank 
checks for the Osprey. So did another 
top official who more than 20 years ago 
said: ‘‘Given the risk we face from a 
military standpoint, the V–22 is at the 
bottom of the list, and for that reason, 
I decided to terminate it.’’ 

That’s not a prominent Democrat 
speaking, Mr. Chairman; that’s a 
former Secretary of Defense named 
Dick Cheney. 

The Marine Corps’ expeditionary 
fighting vehicle would provide almost 
as much savings, between $8 and $9 bil-
lion over the next decade. The Presi-
dent’s proposed budget pulls the plug 
on this system, which is more than 14 
years behind schedule and has also ex-
perienced major cost overruns. 

According to the Task Force on a 
Unified Security Budget, the EFV 
breaks down on average every 8 hours 
and has trouble steering in water. 
Shouldn’t we be worried about an am-
phibious vehicle that doesn’t steer well 
in water? Would you spend billions of 
dollars on a family car that breaks 
down every 8 hours and doesn’t steer 
well? 

And besides, even if the EFV ran like 
a dream, when was the last time we 
needed to launch an attack by sea? 
Once again, we’re developing weapons 
for enemies that no longer exist. 

With spending cut fever having hit 
Capitol Hill, you would think these 
wasteful systems would be among the 
very first on the chopping block. But 
naturally my colleagues on the other 
side of the aisle would rather scale 
back the very things keeping people 
safe and strong—police on the streets, 
investments in innovation and infra-
structure, NIH research, education as-
sistance from Head Start to Pell 
Grants, and much, much more. 

I say we go in a different direction. If 
we’re serious about restoring fiscal dis-
cipline, both the V–22 Osprey and the 
EFV must go. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Mr. Chair-

man, I withdraw the reservation on the 
point of order. 

The Acting CHAIR. The reservation 
is withdrawn. 

Mr. DICKS. I move to strike the req-
uisite number of words. 

The CHAIR. The gentleman from 
Washington is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

Mr. DICKS. We have already had a 
straight up-or-down vote on the Osprey 
and resoundingly supported it here in 
the committee. 

On the expeditionary fighting vehi-
cle, there’s a decision been made by the 
Secretary of the Navy to end this pro-
gram. What we’re trying to do is to do 
it in a way that finishes the research 
with an additional $34 million and 
avoids termination liability. 

I urge a ‘‘no’’ on this amendment. 
I yield to the gentleman from Flor-

ida, the chairman. 
Mr. YOUNG of Florida. I thank the 

gentleman for yielding. 
Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to 

the amendment. We just had a very 
good colloquy on the issue of the EFV 
and we think we have a solution here 
that is good for the taxpayer, is good 
for the Marine Corps, and is good for 
the Marines. Here’s an opportunity to 
get something for the $3 billion that 
we’ve already spent on this program. 
So I must be opposed to that. 

On the V–22, we’ve already voted on 
that once during the earlier procedures 

on this bill. The V–22 did have some de-
velopmental problems years ago. The 
V–22 is a most effective weapon being 
used in Afghanistan. Because of the 
high mountains, because of the high al-
titudes, because of the weather, the V– 
22 is the vehicle of choice to move our 
war fighters from where they are to 
where they have to be. 

I would hope that the vote would be 
the same on this amendment as it was 
earlier on the V–22, and that’s to defeat 
it. Here is an airplane—the Marines use 
this V–22 in Afghanistan on a regular 
basis because it has the capability that 
the CH–46 does not have. It has the 
ability for altitude, it has the ability 
for speed, and it is an outstanding air-
craft today. 

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Mr. Chair, although I 
support Secretary Gates’ call to terminate the 
Expeditionary Force Vehicle (EFV), I must un-
fortunately oppose the Woolsey amendment 
because it also seeks to cancel the Osprey 
program, whose termination I do not support. 

The EFV is clearly not a wise use of Amer-
ican tax dollars. It is 14 years behind schedule 
and estimated to cost 168 percent more than 
originally estimated. Because of these reali-
ties, along with the evolving nature of naval 
warfare, Secretary Gates, the Secretary of the 
Navy and the Commandant of the Marine 
Corps have all recommended that it be termi-
nated—and it was not included in President 
Obama’s FY 12 Budget. By contrast, after 
overcoming a number of operational and cost 
concerns, the Osprey has become a top pri-
ority for the Marine Corps and does enjoy 
command support. 

If I could split this amendment into two sep-
arate votes, I would do so. Since I cannot, I 
will oppose it and continue to pursue a delib-
erate, program by program approach to finding 
needed savings in our defense budget. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tlewoman from California (Ms. WOOL-
SEY). 

The question was taken; and the Act-
ing Chair announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it. 

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand a recorded vote. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by 
the gentlewoman from California will 
be postponed. 

Mr. ADERHOLT. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the last word. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Alabama is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

Mr. ADERHOLT. I would like to turn 
to my colleague, Chairman MICA of the 
Transportation Committee, with an 
amendment that he has. 

Mr. MICA. Mr. Chairman and Mr. 
ADERHOLT, first of all, I want to thank 
you for recognizing me and also giving 
me this opportunity to speak on my 
amendment which in consultation with 
you, Mr. Chairman, I will withdraw and 
not offer. 

That is amendment, I believe it’s 
numbered 543 as printed. Mr. 
ADERHOLT, first I want to thank you 
for your pledge to continue to work 
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with your subcommittee and our full 
committee in your rigorous oversight 
of how the Transportation Security 
Administration is spending our scarce 
resources. 

b 1140 

Unfortunately, the TSA bureaucracy 
has mushroomed since 9/11 from a 
workforce of 16,500 to 62,000 employees 
today. 

The purpose of my amendment is my 
concern about the growth and adminis-
trative overhead—a huge number of 
personnel. TSA has more employees 
than the Department of State, the De-
partment of Education and Labor, and 
the Department of Housing and Urban 
Development combined. 

Now listen to this: TSA head-
quarters, which is within a few miles of 
where we’re standing, has 3,776—latest 
count—administrative bureaucrats em-
ployed, and 27 percent are supervisors 
of them. The average pay of these 3,700- 
plus bureaucrats here is $105,000. 

Having helped create TSA in the 
aftermath of 9/11, I can tell you we 
never intended to support this kind of 
bureaucracy. 

Now listen to this: if you think the 
bureaucracy in Washington is bad, 
there are 9,233 non-screener employees 
at the airports across the country. 
There are only 400 airports in the pro-
gram. That’s 20 bureaucrats per airport 
on average. This agency is totally out 
of control. In addition, in the 2012 
budget, they have asked for 3,300 more 
positions. 

In its nearly 10 years since creation, 
Mr. Chairman, TSA still lacks the in-
stitutional capacity to become a per-
formance-driven organization. 

On January 28, TSA shut down the 
most successful screening program we 
had. We set up two models, both with 
Federal supervision and one using pri-
vate contractors. Every positive initia-
tive we have ever gotten from TSA 
came from those programs, and they 
shut it down. In addition, one week 
later, they granted collective bar-
gaining rights to TSA workers. 

It is time that we dramatically re-
form TSA and cut its massive adminis-
trative bureaucracy. I will work with 
you. My cuts are not as surgical as 
maybe they need to be, but we will 
work with you to improve its mission. 
My goal is for less bureaucracy and to 
redirect TSA to its important security 
mission. 

Finally, the failure of TSA puts this 
Nation at risk—read the GAO reports— 
with the total failure of the SPOT pro-
gram, the behavior recognition pro-
gram. Get the classified briefings on 
the failure of the advanced technology. 
They went out and bought $500 million 
worth of equipment, and spent another 
$500 million to install it. The failure is 
dramatic. You can read that as Mem-
bers of Congress. 

The failure of the pat-down program. 
Everyone is getting patted down. Do 
you think that’s helpful? I implore 
Members to get a classified briefing 

and see, again, the results of that fail-
ure. 

The failure to have even a pilot iden-
tification. Six years ago, I asked for a 
pilot identification that’s durable, not 
something that looks like it came out 
of a crackerjack box, with the pilot’s 
photograph on it and a biometric meas-
ure. After spending millions of dollars, 
TSA gave a card, but the only pilots on 
it were Wilbur and Orville Wright. The 
biometric measure that they put in is a 
total failure. Any credit card you have 
in your wallet has a better capability 
than what they have produced. 

It is failure after failure, and they 
put us at risk. I thank you for offering 
to work with me to make the necessary 
changes. 

The Acting CHAIR. The time of the 
gentleman has expired. 

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the last word. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. I yield to 
the gentleman from Alabama (Mr. 
ADERHOLT). 

Mr. ADERHOLT. Thank you, Mr. 
Chairman. 

Let me say, Mr. MICA, that I com-
pletely understand your interest in 
pushing TSA to meet its mission in a 
most cost-effective manner. 

Because of these concerns, we have 
placed a number of provisions within 
the CR, provisions which constrain 
TSA spending to include a firm cap on 
the number of airport screeners TSA 
may hire in FY11. Additionally, we 
have included a strong oversight provi-
sion requiring them to report on their 
efforts to incorporate more advanced 
integrated technology into the check-
points. 

Let me add that our subcommittee 
fully intends to review all of TSA’s se-
curity and management practices as we 
prepare for the FY12 Homeland bill. I 
plan to carry forward and expand with-
in the FY12 bill the oversight that we 
began with the CR. I would like to 
work closely with you and your com-
mittee in an effort, as we move for-
ward, to try to address these concerns 
that you shared with us this morning. 

Let me just say that we certainly in 
this country want to strike a balance 
between having security in this Nation 
and making sure that we have appro-
priate oversight. 

I appreciate you calling attention to 
these issues that you mentioned this 
morning. I can assure you our com-
mittee will work with you in trying to 
work toward doing a better job in over-
sight for TSA and in making sure we 
do have the security we need for this 
country. 

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Reclaim-
ing my time, when we first stood up 
TSA, I chaired that subcommittee. We 
put a limit on the number of employees 
that TSA could have. 

They first wanted, I think it was, 
30,000 people. We said no. Then they 
went up to 35,000; then they went to 
40,000; then they went to 43,000. I said 

time out. So we put a limit of 44,000 on 
the number of TSA employees that 
were allowed. That cap stayed in place 
until 2006, which is when the other 
party gained control of this body. The 
cap came off. 

Mr. MICA, I don’t know the total 
number. I think it’s in the 60s. 

Mr. MICA. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. I yield to 

the gentleman from Florida. 
Mr. MICA. The number is 62,000, of 

which we have 3,770 administrative per-
sonnel in Washington, DC, and another 
over 9,000 administrative personnel in 
non-screening positions across the 
country. 

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. We’ve 
heard your statement. We’re up to 
62,000 now and it’s way too much. 

Let me ask the chairman: Is there a 
cap now reinstated in this bill for TSA 
employees? 

I yield to the gentleman from Ala-
bama. 

Mr. ADERHOLT. We have a cap of 
46,000 in this bill. 

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. They 
can’t go above 46,000? 

Mr. ADERHOLT. That is correct. 
Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. There are 

62,000. 
So there will be some reductions; am 

I correct? 
Mr. ADERHOLT. We are looking at 

absolutely doing that, yes, sir. 
Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. All right. 

Thank you. 
Mr. Chairman, I want to congratu-

late Chairman MICA and Chairman 
ADERHOLT, who are working together 
to rein in this organization, which has 
almost gone beyond belief, so that we 
can get some discipline and some sav-
ings in this organization. 

I don’t know about you, but at the 
airports I go through, there are way 
too many TSA employees just standing 
around, making conversation with each 
other. That’s okay, but we are 
overstaffed at TSA. This bill gets us 
back to being within some degree of 
reason. 

Mr. ADERHOLT. Will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. I yield to 
the gentleman from Alabama. 

Mr. ADERHOLT. Let me just clarify 
that the number of screeners is capped 
at 46,000 right now. 

Let me assure you that we will con-
tinue to monitor that to make sure 
that your concerns from when you were 
chairman of this subcommittee—and of 
course the chairman of the Transpor-
tation Committee’s concerns—will be 
addressed. I appreciate both of your 
input this morning, and we look for-
ward to working with you both. 

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Thank 
you. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair-

man, I move to strike the last word. 
The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman is 

recognized for 5 minutes. 
Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Really 

quickly, I support everything my col-
leagues just said, but I want to deviate 
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a little bit and talk about something 
real quickly that needs to be discussed. 

Mr. Chairman, we have sent two or 
three letters to the President—Con-
gressman POE, Congressman ROYCE and 
I and others—regarding our southern 
border. We just had two ICE agents at-
tacked. One was killed. Seventy, eighty 
miles into Arizona, there are signs tell-
ing the American people: Don’t go 
south of here because of the danger. 

b 1150 

This is in America. We have drug 
dealers sitting in spy sites in the 
United States monitoring the border 
from the U.S. side to make sure that 
they can bring their drugs across and 
bring people across in their vans and 
other ways. It is a real problem. 

Now, we sent 17,000 people down to 
the gulf when the oil spill took place. 
We haven’t sent over 1,400 National 
Guard people down and not even near 
the border in many cases, and we’ve 
got a terrible problem. Farmers and 
people are scared to death to go along 
the 1,980-mile border between us and 
Mexico, and the President has ignored 
letter after letter after letter that 
would deal with this problem. 

And I would just say to the adminis-
tration, if they were listening, let’s get 
on with protecting that southern bor-
der. It’s a war zone, and people are 
afraid, scared to death down there, and 
they’re being killed and bullets are 
coming across the border. So I’d just 
like to say that I’d like to take this op-
portunity to encourage the administra-
tion to really get on with protecting 
our southern border. 

Mr. DICKS. Will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. I yield to 
the gentleman from Washington. 

Mr. DICKS. I agree with the gen-
tleman. I’ve been down there on that 
southern border. I would just point out, 
though, that yesterday we killed the 
National Drug Intelligence Center, 
which is used by the Justice Depart-
ment to try and target the people com-
ing across, I mean, this was a Justice 
Department program, but your side 
killed it. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Reclaiming 
my time, sending National Guard 
troops down there en masse to protect 
that border until it’s completely se-
cure, along with the border patrol 
agents, will do the job. The cut yester-
day would not affect this kind of an ap-
proach to solving the problem. 

Mr. LOBIONDO. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the last word. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from New Jersey is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. LOBIONDO. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
to engage the chairman of the sub-
committee, Mr. LATHAM, in a colloquy. 

As the gentleman knows, I believe 
the implementation of the next genera-
tion of air traffic control is a very nec-
essary and critical step in bringing our 
aviation system into the 21st century. 
The Nation’s aviation transportation 

network is currently based on an out-
dated, outmoded, decades-old, land- 
based radar system. Our cell phones 
have better capability than our air 
traffic control system. The next gen-
eration of air traffic control reflects an 
approach to move forward while mak-
ing our aviation system much safer, 
much more efficient, and much more 
cost-effective by moving it to a sat-
ellite-based system that will benefit all 
Americans. 

Once fully implemented, the next 
generation system will reduce flight 
delays, saving Americans billions of 
dollars in lost productivity. Aircraft 
will be able to operate more efficiently, 
resulting in less fuel consumption. 
Congestion at some of our Nation’s 
busiest airports will be significantly 
reduced, freeing up much needed air-
space to accommodate growth in the 
aviation sector. 

And I’m particularly proud that most 
of the work that is being done to vali-
date the FAA’s next generation of air 
traffic control is being done at the Fed-
eral Aviation Administration’s Tech-
nical Center in my district in New Jer-
sey that will help develop this and im-
plement it. 

That is why I rise today, and while I 
strongly support the House’s effort to 
reduce wasteful government spending, I 
am also very concerned about pro-
grams that could be affected 
unintendedly, and this measure in-
cludes a slight reduction in the FAA’s 
facilities and equipment account, an 
account which could provide some of 
the funding for the work associated 
with NextGen. Can the gentleman as-
sure me that this reduction will not 
negatively impact the critical work 
that is taking place on the next gen-
eration of air traffic control. 

Mr. LATHAM. Will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. LOBIONDO. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Iowa. 

Mr. LATHAM. I appreciate the gen-
tleman yielding. 

I, too, share his commitment to 
NextGen, and I believe that this pro-
gram is essential to achieving the 
much-needed improvements in our 
aviation system. The committee has 
consulted with the FAA. We believe 
that these modest savings will be bene-
ficial to the taxpayers while providing 
the FAA with the funds necessary to 
continue to do the important work in 
bringing NextGen to fruition. 

Mr. LOBIONDO. Thank you, Mr. 
LATHAM, for sharing that information 
and for your commitment to the next 
generation of air traffic control, and I 
look forward to continuing to work 
with you and the committee and this 
body to see that accomplished. 

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike the requisite number of words. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Virginia is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

Mr. WOLF. I had an amendment, 
which has now been ruled out of order, 
to create an Afghanistan-Pakistan 

study group. The war in Afghanistan 
has been going on for 10 years. The 
first person killed in Afghanistan was 
from my congressional district, Mi-
chael Spann. I was the author of the 
Iraq Study Group, where we got Baker 
and Hamilton in a bipartisan way to 
come together to look at the war. I 
have asked the administration to do 
something, and quite frankly, when I 
read Woodward’s book, ‘‘Obama’s 
War,’’ it was depressing because it al-
most looks like they’re approaching 
this on basically political ways, polit-
ical means. 

The war has now been going on for 10 
years, and quite frankly, I think not 
only has the administration failed, but 
Congress has failed. So what I hope to 
do is to, at an appropriate time, offer 
an amendment to create an Afghani-
stan-Pakistan study group, modeled 
after the Iraq Study Group, and put on 
people like Sam Nunn; former chair-
man of the House Armed Services Com-
mittee DUNCAN HUNTER; Ryan Crocker, 
who was our former ambassador to Iraq 
and who supports the concept; General 
Jack Keane, who was author of the 
surge; General Charles Krulak, who 
was the Commandant of the Marine 
Corps; General Zinni, who was Com-
mandant of the Marine Corps; and Ike 
Skelton, former chairman of the House 
Armed Services Committee, to see are 
we fighting this war the right way, are 
we doing the right thing. 

And I believe we need fresh eyes on 
the target, and when you look at and 
read ‘‘Obama’s War’’ by Woodward, you 
can see there are no fresh eyes on the 
target, and we owe it, we owe it to the 
men and women that are fighting in 
Afghanistan and dealing with this issue 
to make sure that we are doing every-
thing possible—and I don’t know what 
the answer is—everything possible to 
make sure that we’re doing what we 
should do as a Nation. 

And with that, I hope when there’s an 
opportunity I can offer this amend-
ment—because I don’t think the ad-
ministration is going to do this by Ex-
ecutive order—that we can adopt be-
cause we owe it to our fighting men. 

Mrs. HARTZLER. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the last word. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentlewoman 
from Missouri is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

Mrs. HARTZLER. I rise to enter into 
a colloquy with the gentleman from 
Florida. 

I stand today to support our brave 
military men and women and their 
families who sacrifice in the service of 
freedom. Mr. Chairman, can you assure 
me that this bill will not in any way 
harm or put to risk our troops? 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Will the gen-
tlelady yield? 

Mrs. HARTZLER. I yield to the gen-
tleman. 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. I thank the 
gentlelady for raising the question. It’s 
something we should discuss more and 
more, and in fact, we have an obliga-
tion to our troops and our warfighters 
and our veterans. 
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I would say that Mr. DICKS and I 

worked long and hard to come up with 
the savings that we were instructed to 
come up with, and I can guarantee the 
gentlelady, we did not create anything 
that would have an adverse effect on 
our warfighters. It would not have an 
adverse effect on our Nation’s readi-
ness, would not have an adverse effect 
on their training and their preparation 
for war. 

So I say to the gentlelady, I share 
her very strong commitment, and I 
thank her for her strong commitment, 
and our subcommittee has the same 
strong commitment. So I can assure 
her. 

Mrs. HARTZLER. Thank you, Mr. 
Chairman. As you know, in our Con-
stitution one of the few things that 
we’re supposed to do here is to provide 
for the common defense, and I know 
I’m committed to doing that, and I 
know you’re committed to doing that, 
and yet we have this continuing resolu-
tion, and so that certainly makes me 
feel more confident that in our efforts 
that our troops are being watched out 
for and their families. 

So I thank you for that commitment, 
and will you continue to promise to 
work with me through this coming 
year to move forward to ensure that 
our troops and their families are sup-
plied with all that they need? 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. I can, and I 
would like to say that we look forward 
to working with you during this Con-
gress as we do what it is that you want 
us to do. 

Mrs. HARTZLER. Thank you very 
much for your commitment. I look for-
ward to it. 

b 1200 

Mr. CULBERSON. I move to strike 
the last word. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Texas is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. CULBERSON. Mr. Chair, in an 
effort to help my constituents under-
stand, the country understand, and 
even almost understand the scale of 
the problem we face, it’s important I 
think to think of the expenses, the ob-
ligations of the Federal Government in 
terms of our own budget, that if we in 
our own lives take our income, you’ve 
got to calculate your income and your 
expenses. And the things you have got 
to pay first are the mortgage; you have 
got to pay the light bill. You have to 
make sure that, above all, the expenses 
of your home are paid first. And in the 
same way, the Federal Government 
must pay the expenses of the manda-
tory programs, like Medicare, Med-
icaid, Social Security, the interest on 
the national debt, our obligation to our 
veterans. Those programs must be paid 
first. 

We bring in about $2.2 trillion in rev-
enue every year from all sources. When 
you take into account what the Fed-
eral Government must pay to our vet-
erans, to the mandatory spending pro-
grams, those programs cost about $2.3 
trillion. Therefore, the way to think 

about the scale of the problem we face 
is to analyze it in terms of, when do 
we, as a Nation, run out of cash and 
have to start borrowing? When is na-
tional credit card day? And in ana-
lyzing that, I discovered that we actu-
ally don’t have a national credit card 
day. 

At the stroke of midnight on the first 
day of the fiscal year, the United 
States Government has already bor-
rowed $105 million. Now, tax freedom 
day occurs in May, far too late in the 
year when we begin to work for our-
selves and no longer are working to 
pay taxes. But as a Nation, we begin to 
borrow money. We have already bor-
rowed $105 million at the stroke of mid-
night that must be paid off by our kids. 
And the scale of the problem, there-
fore, is far larger than the appropria-
tions bill we face here today. 

We, in this new majority, were elect-
ed by the Nation to begin to deal with 
the terrible burden of the debt, the ter-
rible burden of these unfunded liabil-
ities that our children and our grand-
children are going to pay. For the first 
time in history, our predecessors in 
this Congress, our predecessors in the 
White House, and this President have 
loaded our children up with an unparal-
leled, unprecedented level of debt that 
we today in this debate on this appro-
priations bill are beginning to deal 
with. The $100 billion cuts that we are 
making here today will allow us to 
stop borrowing for about 5 days. We’ll 
get out to, say, Friday before we have 
to start borrowing money. 

The scale of the problem is so huge 
that if we think of it in terms of when, 
as a Nation, we have to start borrowing 
money, when is national credit card 
moment, then we, I think, can help ex-
plain to the public the urgency of get-
ting spending under control, of cutting 
back everywhere we can, of focusing 
the Nation on its core functions under 
the Constitution. 

We, in this new majority, are com-
mitted to restoring the constitutional 
limits on our Federal Government, re-
storing the 10th Amendment, restoring 
individual liberty wherever we can. 
And in so doing, as Thomas Jefferson 
liked to say, if you apply the Constitu-
tion, the knot will untie itself. No mat-
ter what the problem is, Mr. Jefferson 
liked to point out, that if we simply 
apply the Constitution, the knot will 
untie itself. 

What lies ahead of us if we do not 
deal with this problem, not only of the 
spending year to year, but we’ve got to 
really dramatically deal with the 
fraud, the waste, and the abuse in our 
social welfare problems to begin to 
deal with them realistically—both par-
ties, Republicans and Democrats—and 
controlling the explosive growth of the 
entitlement programs. 

In looking at the history of the 
Roman Empire, Mr. Chair, we see that 
at the end of the Roman Empire one 
writer of the period went so far as to 
suggest that those who lived off the 
Treasury in the Roman Empire were 

more numerous than those paying into 
it. At the end of the empire, under 
Diocletian and Constantine, when it 
really began to decline, the Roman 
Empire taxed its citizens more heavily, 
conscripted their labor, and regulated 
their lives and their occupations in 
every detail. The Roman Empire be-
came a coercive, omnipresent, all-pow-
erful organization that subdued indi-
vidual interests and levied all re-
sources towards one overarching goal, 
the survival of the state. 

We, as a Nation, have got to deal 
with the scale of the spending, the 
debt, these unfunded liabilities that 
are being passed on to our kids or, if 
we’re not careful, the United States 
will follow the Roman Empire in de-
valuing our currency, in the level of 
debt at a scale that can’t be repaid. 
And you saw it towards the end of the 
Roman Empire where taxation became 
so heavy that it consumed all the re-
sources of the state. 

In conclusion, Mr. Chair, I would 
point out that at the end of the Roman 
Empire, the one writer of the period 
pointed out that it was actually very 
common for Romans who were taxed so 
heavily, who were crushed and so over-
whelmed with bureaucracy, that they 
actually welcomed the invaders who 
were taking over the Roman Empire. 

It’s a decisive moment in American 
history, Mr. Chair. We in the new ma-
jority, this constitutional conservative 
majority, are bringing these amend-
ments. I thank Mr. ROGERS for bringing 
this bill to the floor, the largest cuts 
we’ve ever seen in annual spending. We 
as a nation are at a turning point, and 
I am convinced that we finally are be-
ginning to deal with this problem and 
we’ll get spending under control. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
AMENDMENT NO. 208 OFFERED BY MR. COLE 
Mr. COLE. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 

amendment. 
The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 

designate the amendment. 
The text of the amendment is as fol-

lows: 
At the end of the bill (before the short 

title), insert the following: 
SEC. ll. None of the funds made available 

by this Act may be used to carry out chapter 
95 or chapter 96 of the Internal Revenue Code 
of 1986. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Oklahoma is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

Mr. COLE. Mr. Chairman, this is a 
simple amendment, and it’s on an issue 
we voted on as recently as 3 weeks ago. 
Very simply put, my amendment pro-
hibits the use of funds under this act to 
administer or carry out any of the ac-
tivities for the Presidential Election 
Campaign Fund or to transfer public 
dollars to political conventions under 
chapter 96 of the Internal Revenue 
Code. 

Just 3 weeks ago, this House passed 
H.R. 359, which eliminated taxpayer fi-
nancing for Presidential election cam-
paigns and political party conventions. 
This bill passed by a vote of 239–160 
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under a modified open rule. If signed 
into law, it will save $617 million over 
10 years. 

Mr. Chairman, today’s amendment is 
a down payment on that goal. CBO 
scored this amendment as saving $38 
million in budgetary authority and $40 
million in outlays for fiscal year 2011. 
We all know on this floor we need to 
cut spending. Mr. Chairman, we can 
start today by canceling political wel-
fare for politicians and political party 
conventions. This is an easy amend-
ment that I urge all Members to sup-
port. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
Mr. SERRANO. I move to strike the 

last word. 
The Acting CHAIR (Mr. 

FORTENBERRY). The gentleman from 
New York is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. SERRANO. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to this amendment. 

It’s interesting that the gentleman 
calls it political welfare for elected of-
ficials. We should remember why this 
was created and when it was created. 
This was created after Watergate, and 
it was created as an understanding that 
we needed to move more and more to a 
situation where folks with a lot of 
money would not go around controlling 
our elections. The gentleman calls it 
political welfare for Presidential can-
didates, but, in fact, without this, it is 
totally in the hands of people making 
donations; whereas, here, it is the aver-
age American citizen who gets a 
chance to donate to this campaign. 

We know that a lot of the amend-
ments that will come up today are di-
rected not necessarily at issues but, I 
believe, and many of us believe, are di-
rected at who is the resident of the 
White House right now. We have an 
election coming up in 2012, and I think 
some would rather have an open-ended 
private contribution situation where a 
lot of very wealthy people in this coun-
try control the giving to elections. I 
really think that this is an amendment 
that sounds like a savings, but it isn’t. 
It is part of many amendments we will 
see today to strike at this particular 
President and at the White House and 
at the expenses that have to do with 
the President of the United States. 

So I would hope that folks under-
stand first of all why this was created, 
why it’s been important, why Presi-
dential candidates accept this kind of 
funding, but, most importantly, why it 
allows the American taxpayer the abil-
ity—the ability—to decide if he or she 
wants to participate in having some-
thing to do with how the election gets 
funded. 

b 1210 

No one is forced to do this. This is 
just an opportunity for the average 
American to participate. So I really 
hope that, in a bipartisan fashion, peo-
ple turn this down and reject this 
amendment. 

I yield back. 
Mrs. EMERSON. I move to strike the 

last word, Mr. Chairman. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentlewoman 
from Missouri is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

Mrs. EMERSON. I rise in support of 
the Cole amendment because I think 
political candidates should rely on pri-
vate donations rather than tax dollars 
for their political campaigns. 

And I might mention to my very dear 
friend, Mr. SERRANO, that I think that 
the President of the United States 
today showed the best example of peo-
ple all around the country of every fi-
nancial means contributing to his cam-
paign. Friends of my children did $5 a 
month or offered $10. I mean, that was 
the most incredible show of involve-
ment that I’ve seen in my life. And so 
to say that it would be against this 
precedent, I think, is just not fair. 

I also think that this amendment 
adds to the good work done by Mr. 
COLE and our leader’s office, with the 
YouCut bill, H.R. 359. And according to 
the CBO, this amendment will actually 
save $38 million. And $38 million is $38 
million. And quite frankly, we’re look-
ing to save as many tax dollars as pos-
sible. 

So, Mr. Chair, I would strongly sup-
port this amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Oklahoma (Mr. COLE). 

The question was taken; and the Act-
ing Chair announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it. 

Mr. SERRANO. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand a recorded vote. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Oklahoma will be 
postponed. 

AMENDMENT NO. 514 OFFERED BY MR. PRICE OF 
NORTH CAROLINA 

Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. Mr. 
Chairman, I have an amendment at the 
desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

At the end of the bill (before the short 
title), insert the following: 

SEC. ll. None of the funds made available 
in this Act may be used to enforce the re-
quirements in— 

(1) section 34(a)(1)(A) of the Federal Fire 
Prevention and Control Act of 1974 (15 U.S.C. 
2229a(a)(1)(A)); 

(2) section 34(a)(1)(B) of such Act; 
(3) section 34(c)(1) of such Act; 
(4) section 34(c)(2) of such Act; and 
(5) section 34(c)(4)(A) of such Act. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. Mr. 
Chairman, as Members are aware, H.R. 
1 provided no funding in 2011 for fire-
fighter hiring grants, also known as 
SAFER grants, a reduction of $420 mil-
lion. Fortunately, yesterday the House 
resoundingly overturned that ill-ad-
vised move and adopted an amendment 
by Mr. PASCRELL to restore the fund-
ing. 

But my colleagues should be aware 
that funding is only part of the prob-

lem with this bill when it comes to the 
SAFER program. The underlying bill 
also neglects to maintain provisions 
enacted in fiscal years 2009 and 2010 
that allowed fire departments to use 
these grants to rehire laid-off fire-
fighters and to prevent others from 
being laid off in the first place. 

The law traditionally permits 
SAFER grants only to hire new staff. 
That provision makes sense when our 
economy is booming and local govern-
ments are in a position to hire new 
workers. But when the recovery is still 
fragile and local budgets are actually 
contracting and workers are being laid 
off, FEMA needs the flexibility to use 
these grants to keep firefighters from 
being cut off in the first place. 

After all, the purpose of the SAFER 
program is to help maintain a safe 
level of fire staffing across the country. 
According to the firefighter organiza-
tions, over 5,000 firefighter jobs have 
been lost since 2008, and another 5,200 
are currently at risk. Right now, the 
safety of our communities is being 
jeopardized by potential and actual 
layoffs of public safety personnel, not 
mainly because of a reluctance to hire 
new personnel. 

This amendment also continues pro-
visions from 2009 and 2010 that waived 
certain budgetary requirements local 
fire departments have to fulfill in order 
to receive a grant. These include not 
allowing our fire department’s overall 
budget to drop below a certain level, 
not reducing staff over a number of 
years, even if budgets continue to suf-
fer, and providing local matching 
funds. Again, these provisions are fine 
when local coffers are healthy, but we 
all know how strapped our cities and 
counties are right now, and these re-
quirements, quite simply, are impos-
sible for many of them to meet. 

So, Mr. Chairman, if we don’t pass 
this amendment and waive these provi-
sions, the fire organizations tell me 
that very few departments will be able 
to apply for funds. The burden of these 
requirements is simply too much right 
now. The result will be more firefighter 
layoffs, fewer rehires, and a less pre-
pared country. 

Mr. Chairman, in weighing this 
amendment I encourage colleagues to 
consider the intent of the SAFER pro-
gram: ensuring we have a safe level of 
staffing of our Nation’s preeminent 
first responders, firefighters, and en-
suring that our communities have 
workable options for keeping their fire-
fighting staffs at full strength. 

We’ve already overwhelmingly sup-
ported funding for firefighter jobs by 
adding funding back to the SAFER pro-
gram. If we really support these jobs, 
we should vote to allow these funds to 
be used flexibly, in the best way pos-
sible to keep the firefighters on staff. 

I yield back. 
Mr. ADERHOLT. Mr. Chairman, I 

rise in opposition to this amendment. 
The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 

from Alabama is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 
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Mr. ADERHOLT. Yesterday, the 

House of Representatives voted to add 
$510 million to assistance to firefighter 
grants by devastating the Department 
of Homeland Security’s developing 
science and technology programs. 

It’s only prudent that we use this 
money in a very responsible manner, 
by forcing the local communities to 
comply with the original intent of the 
SAFER programs, by sharing in the 
cost of hiring their personnel, by cre-
ating new jobs, and by committing to 
retain newly hired firefighters. 

In today’s lean economy, we cannot 
use precious taxpayer money to sub-
sidize a local responsibility. 

At this time I would like to yield to 
the past chairman of this sub-
committee on Homeland Security and 
the new chairman of the Committee on 
Appropriations, Chairman ROGERS. 

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. I thank 
the chairman for yielding, and thank 
him for the great work he’s doing 
chairing this subcommittee in the 
House. 

As Chairman ALDERHOLT has said, 
SAFER was originally authorized for 
the purpose of increasing the number 
of new firefighters in local commu-
nities, a hand up, not a handout. 

SAFER was not intended to rehire or 
retain firefighters, and certainly was 
not intended to serve as an operating 
subsidy for what is unquestionably a 
municipal local responsibility. 

The Federal Fire Prevention and 
Control Act contains very specific re-
quirements that local communities 
have to meet in order to obtain funds. 
However, the Democrats waived many 
of these requirements in fiscal 2009 and 
then again in 2010. 

When initially proposed by the 
Democrats in 2009, then Chairman 
PRICE, my friend, acknowledged that 
these waivers were just a short-term, 
temporary effort that would expire at 
the end of fiscal 2010. Yet, here we are 
today, debating the continuation of a 
subsidy that our country simply can-
not afford. 

Under these costly waivers, there are 
no controls, no salary limits, no local 
commitments. These proposed waivers 
totally undermine the original purpose 
and intent of the SAFER program by 
forcing the taxpayers to subsidize the 
everyday operating expenses of local 
first responders, taking over, in es-
sence, the funding of the local firemen. 

Given our Nation’s dire fiscal situa-
tion, we must take a stand that it is 
not the Federal Government’s job to 
bail out every municipal budget or to 
serve as the fire marshal for every city 
and town across the country. 

I want to thank the subcommittee 
chairman for yielding. And I strongly 
urge my colleagues to support fiscal 
discipline and vote ‘‘no’’ on this 
amendment. 

Mr. ADERHOLT. I yield back the bal-
ance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from North Carolina (Mr. 
PRICE). 

The question was taken; and the Act-
ing Chair announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it. 

Mr. ADERHOLT. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand a recorded vote. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from North Carolina 
will be postponed. 

b 1220 

AMENDMENT NO. 404 OFFERED BY MR. WALDEN 
Mr. WALDEN. Mr. Chair, I have an 

amendment at the desk. 
The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 

designate the amendment. 
The text of the amendment is as fol-

lows: 
At the end of the bill (before the short 

title), insert the following: 
SEC. lll. None of the funds made avail-

able by this Act may be used to implement 
the Report and Order of the Federal Commu-
nications Commission relating to the matter 
of preserving the open Internet and 
broadband industry practices (FCC 10-201, 
adopted by the Commission on December 21, 
2010). 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Oregon is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

Mr. WALDEN. Mr. Chairman, I am 
offering this amendment on behalf of 
my Energy and Commerce Committee 
colleague, Mr. STEARNS, as well as Mr. 
TERRY and Chairman UPTON, and my 
appropriations colleagues, Mrs. EMER-
SON, Mr. DIAZ-BALART, and Mr. GRAVES 
of Georgia. 

We all want an open and thriving 
Internet, and that Internet exists 
today. Consumers can access anything 
they want with the click of a mouse, 
thanks to our historical hands-off ap-
proach. Changing direction now will 
only harm innovation and the econ-
omy. 

I am bringing up this funds limita-
tion today to prevent the Federal Com-
munications Commission from spend-
ing funds to implement its network 
neutrality rules regarding the Internet. 
It is a stopgap measure while we work 
toward passing a more permanent solu-
tion, a Resolution of Disapproval, H.J. 
Res. 37, which would nullify the rules 
themselves. And I would encourage ev-
eryone who cares about keeping the 
government out of the business of run-
ning the Internet to cosponsor that 
resolution. 

Before we even get into the harm the 
network neutrality rules would cause, 
it is important to realize the FCC’s un-
derlying theory of authority would 
allow the Commission to regulate any 
interstate communication service on 
barely more than a whim and without 
any additional input from the Con-
gress. In essence, the FCC argues it can 
regulate anything if, in its opinion, 
doing so would encourage broadband 
deployment. 

I am relieved, however, that the FCC 
declined under its newfound authority 
to regulate coffee shops and book-
stores, airlines, and other entities. 
Now, this of course means that the 

FCC believes that if it had not so de-
clined, it would have subjected WiFi 
and coffee shops and bookstores to gov-
ernment management. 

If left unchallenged, this claim of au-
thority would allow the FCC to regu-
late any matter it discussed in the na-
tional broadband plan. Recall that the 
FCC concluded that consumers’ con-
cerns over privacy are deterring 
broadband. So does that mean the FCC 
can regulate Internet privacy? 

The national broadband plan also ad-
dresses health IT and distance learn-
ing, smart grids, smart homes, smart 
transportation. Can the FCC regulate 
all these matters, too, in the name of 
promoting broadband? Under the FCC’s 
rationale, its authority is only bounded 
by its imagination. 

The Internet started as a Defense 
agency project to connect computers at 
research facilities. It did not become 
the explosive driver of communications 
and economic growth it is today until 
it was opened up to free enterprise to 
participate in. And the American en-
trepreneurs and innovators did what 
they did best: They grew jobs and they 
created new technology. 

As early as the 1970s, the FCC took a 
hands-off approach to data services. 
FCC Chairman William Kennard re-
affirmed this approach during the Clin-
ton administration. In rebuffing re-
quests to regulate cable Internet access 
service, Chairman Kennard explained 
in a 1990 speech, and I quote, ‘‘The fer-
tile fields of innovation across the 
communications sector and around the 
country are blooming because, from 
the get-go, we have taken a deregula-
tory competitive approach to our com-
munications structure, especially the 
Internet.’’ 

There is no crisis warranting depar-
ture from this approach. Most every-
thing that the order discusses is either 
an unsubstantiated allegation or specu-
lation of future harm. The FCC even 
confesses in its order that it has done 
no market analysis. It only selectively 
applied the rules to broadband pro-
viders, shielding Web companies. 

If the mere threat of Internet dis-
crimination is such a concern, and if 
the FCC has done no analysis to dem-
onstrate why one company has more 
market power than another, why would 
discrimination by companies like 
Google or Skype be any more accept-
able than discrimination by companies 
like AT&T or Comcast? 

Instead of promoting competition, 
such picking of winners and losers will 
stifle the investment needed to perpet-
uate the Internet’s phenomenal 
growth, hurting the economy. 

Section 230 of the Communications 
Act makes it the policy of the United 
States to ‘‘preserve the vibrant and 
competitive free market that presently 
exists for the Internet and other inter-
active computer services, unfettered by 
Federal or State regulation.’’ 

Statutory statements of policy are 
not grants of regulatory authority, but 
they can help delineate the contours of 
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that authority. In light of Congress’ 
statutory pronouncement that Internet 
regulation is disfavored, the FCC’s the-
ory of regulation by ‘‘bank shot’’ 
stretches too far. 

At bottom, this is little more than an 
end run around the D.C. circuit court’s 
April 2010 ruling in the Comcast case 
that the FCC failed to show it had an-
cillary authority to regulate network 
management. Therefore, I urge your 
support of this amendment, as well as 
your support of H.J. Res. 37, our resolu-
tion of disapproval. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
Mr. SERRANO. Mr. Chair, I move to 

strike the last word. 
The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 

from New York is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

Mr. SERRANO. I rise in opposition to 
this amendment. 

It shouldn’t surprise me by now, but 
it’s amazing how folks will continue to 
get up during the day, during the year, 
during the next 2 years in support of 
the big guys against the little guy. And 
so the FCC ruled, and ruled in a way 
that protects and keeps the Internet 
open for all of us, and we should re-
member that. 

It issued an order providing for a 
version of net neutrality that allows 
the FCC to regulate how Internet serv-
ice providers manage access to content, 
requires certain transparency from the 
providers about their policies, and re-
quires reasonable management of traf-
fic on their networks. Now, all of a sud-
den there is such a reaction to simply 
setting some rules. 

While we all use the Internet, there 
are still many parts of this new service 
behavior that have not been looked at 
and where it allows some folks to just 
overrun other people. And if there was 
ever a decision made by the FCC that’s 
in favor of the consumer, this is one of 
them. So, of course, we will try to scale 
it back. 

But there are other issues here. I am 
a member of the Appropriations Com-
mittee, and, as such, I think it’s the 
greatest committee and the most im-
portant committee in the history of 
man- and womankind. But I know that 
there are times that even we should 
not take up an issue that belongs to 
people who are much more qualified 
and have the time to sit down and look 
at it carefully. And when I say ‘‘quali-
fied,’’ I know that scares a lot of peo-
ple. We’re all qualified, but there are 
some people who pay a lot of attention 
to this issue on a daily basis. And we 
have the folks from the Commerce and 
Energy Committee who have done a lot 
of work, and my first feeling here is 
that this should be left to the author-
izing committees to continue to work 
on. In fact, they have been holding 
hearings and doing that kind of work. 

One of the great virtues of the Inter-
net: its openness. The ability of so 
many people to connect with so many 
other people without interference from 
companies providing the service. The 
FCC has been the guardian of that 

openness and needs authority to con-
tinue to do so. 

The Internet has become more and 
more important in our lives, and we 
need to allow the FCC to play an ap-
propriate role in making sure that it 
continues to remain accessible to ev-
eryone as a level playing field. 

The FCC’s ability to address other 
Internet policy concerns such as pri-
vacy and accommodation for people 
with disabilities is also at stake. 

Now, for Members who are on the 
floor who may be new to Congress, let 
me just alert you to something. You 
are going to see amendments today and 
during this Congress telling the FCC 
not to get involved. Then you are going 
to see some issues come back that 
haven’t been around for a few years 
about certain personalities on radio 
and TV, and you are going to see the 
same folks who are telling the FCC to 
stay out of it telling them to get into 
it and control what those folks say on 
radio and TV. And that’s going to cre-
ate a big debate once again. So we have 
to be careful what we wish for. Do we 
want less involvement? More involve-
ment? We should be consistent. 

Lastly, I really believe that this 
should be left to the authorizers to 
continue to work on, a ruling by the 
FCC to be respected at this point, and 
I urge a ‘‘no’’ vote on this amendment. 

b 1230 

Mrs. EMERSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the last word. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentlewoman 
from Missouri is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

Mrs. EMERSON. I rise in support of 
this amendment. As the chair of the 
subcommittee that has oversight over 
FCC from the appropriations stand-
point, I feel very strongly that in spite 
of what my friend on the other side of 
the aisle said with regard to the au-
thorizers doing their work because 
they are doing a good job, but the fact 
of the matter is, as usual, the regu-
lators have swept in again and without 
authority, or at least moving well past 
authority that Congress provides to 
agencies, and particularly to this agen-
cy, they have run in with a sweeping 
regulation that if we don’t do some-
thing today about it, they will put 
small businesses like Boycom in my 
district, which is a family-owned busi-
ness, husband and wife who own a 
small company, who will be devastated 
by this regulation. 

The fact is that it is our responsi-
bility to legislate, and the regulators 
should follow the legislation that we 
write and we pass and get signed into 
law, not create it on their own. Cer-
tainly this is very, very important for 
us as appropriators. As a result of the 
FCC overstepping its bounds, we have 
to get involved. So I would urge a 
‘‘yes’’ vote on this amendment. 

I yield back. 
Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Chairman, I move 

to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Florida is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

Mr. STEARNS. The gentleman from 
New York has indicated that this is the 
big guys against the little guys. Actu-
ally, he has it wrong. But if the govern-
ment steps in and regulates the Inter-
net, then really the little guy, the up-
start company, won’t have a chance. 
So anytime the government comes in 
and stipulates through regulation, it 
really hurts the little guys. The big 
guys can handle the litigation. They 
can handle all the legal forms and fill-
ing them out and handle the politics of 
it, but the little guy has no chance. So 
this really is trying to help the little 
guy. 

The other point is, I think as the 
gentlelady pointed out from the Appro-
priations Committee, the FCC really 
doesn’t have the jurisdiction. This be-
longs in Congress. So really this 
amendment in a larger sense is trying 
to prevent the FCC from regulating the 
Internet. 

I think all of us agree that one of the 
bright spots of this economy has been 
the technology sector; yet for some 
reason the FCC has decided to step in 
and overstep its bounds and apply per-
haps 19th-century regulation. 

They would really like to put this 
into title II, which is the old rotary 
telephone service, instead of keeping it 
in title I, which is information service. 
So they tried to compromise and put 
something into title I. But they still 
have a process in place to put Internet 
regulation into title II. They have cre-
ated a chill in the broadband economy 
because a lot of the manufacturers and 
a lot of the Internet providers and peo-
ple who are putting down broadband 
see this open process and are con-
cerned. So it creates a chill because 
they see the FCC still going about con-
sidering regulating the Internet under 
title II instead of the information serv-
ices so again there is uncertainty cre-
ated in the broadband marketplace. 

I think this amendment is simple. In 
a sense it says the FCC does not have 
the jurisdiction, and in a larger sense 
says we don’t need the government to 
step in with new and cumbersome regu-
lation. 

At this point let me yield time to the 
chairman of the Energy and Commerce 
Committee. 

Mr. UPTON. Thank you, Mr. 
STEARNS. 

I rise in strong support of this 
amendment offered by my friends Mr. 
WALDEN, Mr. STEARNS and others on 
both the authorizing as well as the Ap-
propriations Committee. 

There is an old adage, if it ain’t 
broke, don’t fix it. The Internet is not 
broken. It is working. It is creating 
jobs. Look at all the devices out there, 
whether it be iPods, iPhones, Black-
Berrys, cell phones. Look at all the 
things that are working. We don’t need 
regulations on the Internet. 

I think it was George Will that said 
that most Americans think the govern-
ment doesn’t work so well and the 
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Internet does. Why are we allowing the 
FCC then to regulate the Internet? It 
makes no sense. 

This amendment denies funds to the 
FCC to implement this order. It is a 
good amendment. I would like to think 
it would be bipartisan. I support the 
authors that are offering this. 

Mr. STEARNS. I would just close by 
saying it is not appropriate for the 
unelected FCC to regulate interstate 
communication services on barely 
more than a whim and without any ad-
ditional input from the United States 
Congress. If left unchallenged, this 
claim of authority would allow the 
FCC to do anything, anything it could 
allege to promote broadband under 
their jurisdiction, which they don’t 
have. 

So Congress must stop the FCC. This 
amendment will do that just by pre-
venting any money from being spent to 
implement these rules. I urge its adop-
tion. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Chairman, I move 

to strike the last word. 
The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 

from California is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

Mr. WAXMAN. I thank you very 
much for recognizing me. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to 
the proposal. 

This amendment is bad policy. It 
would overturn a decision by the FCC 
enacted last December that would pro-
tect the Internet from those who might 
interfere with the ability of consumers 
to access whatever they want. 

Mr. UPTON simply said a minute ago 
a lot of jobs are created by the Inter-
net. Well, that is why we shouldn’t stop 
the FCC. The most vibrant sector of 
our economy today is our Internet 
economy. U.S. companies like Google, 
Facebook, Amazon and E-Bay are lead-
ing the world in innovation; and they 
all urge the FCC to protect and open 
the Internet because commonsense 
baseline rules are critical to ensuring 
that the Internet remains a key engine 
of economic growth, innovation and 
global competitiveness. In fact, these 
high-tech and high-growth companies 
urged the FCC to adopt even stronger 
rules than it did. 

Contrary to the hyperventilated 
rhetoric from the majority, the FCC 
rules do not regulate the Internet. 
They do not grant the government the 
power to turn off the Internet. They do 
not determine what content is appro-
priate for users to access. Their goal is 
just the opposite. They prevent Inter-
net gatekeepers, like Verizon, from de-
ciding what content their subscribers 
can access. 

But the FCC rules were a very light 
touch regulation, and it is notable that 
AT&T, Comcast and Time Warner, 
three of the Nation’s largest network 
operators, support these rules. As 
AT&T’s CEO stated, ‘‘We didn’t get ev-
erything we wanted. I wanted no regu-
lation. But we ended at a place where 
we have a line of sight and we know we 
can commit to investments.’’ 

Major Wall Street investment ana-
lysts have concluded that the FCC’s 
open Internet order removed any regu-
latory overhang for telecom and cable 
companies and reflected a light touch 
version of regulation that will not 
hinder innovation or growth. 

Now, what is at stake here is those 
who are offering this amendment to 
stop the FCC from doing what it has 
ordered want the people who carry the 
Internet able to restrict the access for 
consumers and creators who have used 
the Internet for such great success. 
That would be a serious mistake. 

We had a broad, diverse coalition of 
more than 120 organizations, including 
public interest groups, religious lead-
ers, technology associations, labor 
unions, Internet companies and small 
businesses who wrote to us strongly op-
posing the Republican efforts to block 
the open Internet regulations. They 
argue that overturning the regulations 
would eliminate the FCC’s ability to 
protect innovation, speech and com-
merce on broadband platforms. 

If we stop the FCC from regulating, 
well, then we leave the status quo, 
which means that those who deliver 
the Internet into our home can start 
regulating it themselves. The Amer-
ican people, I think, would be against 
this. They want us to stop this re-liti-
gation of FCC’s sensible open Internet 
rules. We should be working together 
on a bipartisan solution to expand 
broadband access and create tomor-
row’s economic opportunities. 

The FCC took landmark action to 
preserve the open Internet. Let us not 
roll back the clock and stop those reg-
ulations by the FCC to preserve the 
open Internet from being put into 
place. 

I urge opposition to this effort. And I 
want to say that this does not save any 
money. This proposal will not cut 
costs. This is only about policy, and 
the high-tech high-growth companies 
have urged the FCC to adopt these 
rules. We shouldn’t use the appropria-
tions process to make this effort to 
stop the FCC from doing its job. 

I yield back my time. 

b 1240 

Mr. GRAVES of Georgia. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the last word. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. GRAVES of Georgia. Mr. Chair-
man, I’m here today in support of this 
amendment, and I want to thank those 
who have been working in this effort— 
Mrs. EMERSON, Mr. WALDEN, Mr. 
UPTON, and Mr. DIAZ-BALART. I appre-
ciate them letting me join in this de-
bate. 

As we’ve heard a lot of the conversa-
tion, it gets complicated sometimes 
when you have elected officials get up 
and start talking about broadband and 
Internet and FCC. Well, let’s make it 
simple. Government control means uni-
formity, regulations, fees, inspections, 
and yes, compliance. Just think if 
those words had existed since the 1990s 

with the Internet. We wouldn’t know 
one thing about ‘‘broadband,’’ let alone 
a ‘‘tweet.’’ The Internet’s marketplace 
is defined by fierce competition, and 
that competition has transformed this 
world with innovation, investment, and 
what we need most of all right now— 
jobs. It’s possible that the most intel-
ligent and bipartisan policy that Wash-
ington has had thus far has been to 
leave the Internet virtually untouched 
by the Federal Government and regu-
lators. And the result? Internet-based 
industries have flourished and em-
ployed a generation of Americans. So 
let’s be clear today: there is no net 
neutrality crisis. 

The speed and depth of the Internet 
as we know it today came from con-
sumer choice and competition. Con-
sumers have successfully picked those 
winners and losers, not government, 
and they’ve done it without the FCC’s 
help. Imagine that. Consider the 
choices in rate plans, the various 
points of access, and demand for open-
ness and accessibility. A service pro-
vider that restricts access would do so 
at their own peril and to the prosperity 
of their competitors. 

So after all the life-changing innova-
tion, the accidental billionaires, Presi-
dent Obama’s revolutionary e-cam-
paign, after all the groundbreaking 
technology that has defined this age of 
the Internet, we must ask that ques-
tion, Why? Why would unelected bu-
reaucrats at the FCC want to take over 
and feel good about this Internet take-
over right now with their new rules and 
policies, keeping things neutral being 
their claim. Well, three words come to 
mind to me today, and that is: Trojan 
Horse virus. 

So, Mr. Chairman, let’s pass this 
amendment today and let’s install 
some antivirus protection for Ameri-
cans on the Internet. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
Mr. MARIO DIAZ-BALART of Flor-

ida. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike the 
last word. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. MARIO DIAZ-BALART of Flor-
ida. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

I want to really just echo what the 
gentleman from Georgia just did here 
on the floor of the House. He actually 
brought some common sense to this de-
bate. Everybody has their talking 
points and their little notes and 
they’re reading them and they’re try-
ing to confuse the issue. Let’s take a 
step back, if we might, Mr. Chairman. 
Let’s just ask a very simple question, a 
very simple question. Can somebody 
name an area in this country or in this 
world that has had more innovation, 
that has blossomed more, that has 
opened up communications and con-
nected people more in our country or 
anywhere in the world in the last dec-
ade than the Internet? Can anybody 
name it? Anything. No. It’s impossible. 

Think about what’s happened. The 
Internet was even recently credited for 
helping bring down the government of 
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Egypt. It’s allowed the people to see 
the atrocities in Iran. It’s allowed 
things like Facebook and Twitter and 
iPhones to blossom. It’s given access to 
millions of people, and it has created 
millions of jobs. 

So what is the answer then for that 
incredible blossoming of something 
that has revolutionized the way we 
communicate, that the world commu-
nicates? What is now the answer of the 
Federal Government? We keep talking 
about letters. It’s the Federal Govern-
ment. What is the answer of the Fed-
eral Government to deal with that un-
precedented blossoming, of innovation, 
imagination, of job creation? Oh, Mr. 
Chairman, the Federal Government 
now has to regulate. Why? Because it’s 
too much innovation. The prices have 
dropped too much. It’s too much imagi-
nation. It’s too positive. And, there-
fore, the Federal Government must 
step in because the Federal Govern-
ment can do it so much better. The 
Federal Government has all the an-
swers. 

Mr. Chairman, a little bit of common 
sense. I’m talking to my colleagues 
here but also to the American people. 
If you believe—and think about 10 
years ago—if you believe that the Fed-
eral Government, if it’s in charge, if it 
would have been in charge, would have 
done a better job in blossoming this in-
novation, this job creation, then you 
have to be with our friends on the 
other side of the aisle. You then should 
support Federal Government inter-
vening, taking care of, regulating the 
Internet. But if you believe that that 
miracle of innovation took place be-
cause of individuals, people with imagi-
nation, and because the government 
got out of its way, you would support 
this amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time. 

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the last word. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Massachusetts is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Chairman, I think 
a little bit of telecommunications his-
tory would be appropriate at this junc-
ture. First of all, just let me explain 
that AT&T and the regional Bell com-
panies had nothing to do with the in-
vention of the Internet. In fact, they 
were asked by the Federal Government 
in 1966 if they wanted the contract to 
build the packet switch network that 
would operate simultaneously with the 
Long Lines Network across the coun-
try, and AT&T and Bell South and 
Verizon all said, No, we don’t want to 
build the packet switch network. Give 
it to someone else. And so they did. 
They gave it to a tiny company, Bolt, 
Baranek and Newman up in Massachu-
setts, which built the Internet across 
the country, designed it, without any 
of the Bell operating companies. 

Back in the 1960s and the 1970s, when 
people said to AT&T and said to 
Verizon and said to Pac Bell, How 
about allowing people to be able to go 

out and buy another phone other than 
a black rotary dial phone? Well, here’s 
what AT&T and Bell South said. They 
said, If you allow someone to buy an-
other phone other than a black rotary 
dial phone, it could destroy the entire 
phone system of our country. 

Back in the 1970s and early 1980s 
there were new companies called MCI 
and Sprint that wanted to provide com-
peting long distance service. Remem-
ber, up until the mid-1980s, whenever 
grandma called from California, people 
would run to the phone saying, Run, 
it’s long distance. It costs a dollar a 
minute. That was AT&T, that was the 
Bell system across our country. No 
competition, no incentive to introduce 
innovation, no incentive to lower 
prices, no incentive to make the con-
sumer the king. 

And then along comes the 1990s and 
2000s. We here on the floor of Congress 
said we must introduce competition. 
This system—this AT&T, this Bell 
South, Verizon, Pac Bell system—it 
does not innovate. Not one home in 
America had broadband in February of 
1996 when we passed the Telecom Act 
here. We had to order it. There were no 
broadband users in America in any 
home as we passed the bill. 

So what we tried to do is to induce 
Darwinian, paranoia-inducing competi-
tion. What do the broadband barons 
seek to accomplish? They, as the pri-
vate sector, want to quash competi-
tion. They don’t ever and they never 
will invent a Hulu, an Amazon, an 
eBay. They will never invent any of 
these thousands of smaller companies 
which are the engine of economic 
growth in our country, which leads to 
our ability to export these products. 

Verizon is not going to invent any-
thing to do. What they want to do is 
squeeze the competitors. Price them 
out of the market so that they can 
maintain a monopoly or an oligopoly 
across the country. That’s what this 
debate is all about. That’s what the 
FCC rules are saying. They’re saying 
that the new Steve Jobs, the new Bill 
Gates, the new Sergey Brin or Larry 
Page in the garage somewhere—and 
there are thousands of them across the 
country—must be able to get into the 
marketplace to create these new jobs 
without having to be tipped upside 
down and having every last cent poured 
out of their pocket to pay these large 
companies. That’s what this debate is 
all about. It’s about whether or not we 
want vigorous competition in the mar-
ketplace. Those who are opposed to the 
open network, those who are opposed 
to giving every competitor equal ac-
cess with the biggest broadband behe-
moth, that is what this debate is about. 

b 1250 

They’re covering it as though the 
government is really trying to control 
the Internet. Not so. They are siding 
with the broadband barons against 
those thousands of companies who are 
out there, who have reinvented tele-
communications and information de-

livery in our country and across the 
planet just 14 years after the Bell sys-
tem had 100 years to do so and had in-
vented every single technology. They 
had invented them all, but they had no 
incentive to deploy those new tech-
nologies because they had a monopoly. 

That’s what the debate is about. If 
you vote for this amendment to give 
control by the broadband barons over 
the Internet once again, then you will 
see an inexorable, inevitable decline in 
innovation, in investment, in the pri-
vate sector in these new products, 
these new technologies, these new ap-
plications, these new devices which are 
basically invented by hundreds and 
thousands of smaller companies in our 
country. That’s the choice you have. 
Vote ‘‘no’’ on this amendment that 
shuts down the Internet. 

Ms. ESHOO. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike the last word. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentlewoman 
from California is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

Ms. ESHOO. Mr. Chairman, this is 
such a fascinating debate that’s taking 
place here on the floor today. I think 
that anyone that considers themselves 
connected in the country—and I’m not 
talking about being connected to 
wealth but connectivity in terms of 
communications—I hope you’re tuned 
in, because this is a consideration 
about preserving the open Internet and 
broadband industry practices. 

Now I don’t know how many of you 
have spoken to your kids, but I have to 
tell you, if you’ve had a conversation 
with any young person in your family, 
and I don’t remember what the average 
age is of Congress, but talk to young 
people in your district. And I want to 
tell you, they will say, over and over 
and over and over again, the way they 
spoke to the FCC, over 2 million people 
contacting the FCC, over 90 percent of 
them saying, Leave the Internet alone. 
Leave it alone. Leave it open. Leave it 
accessible to everyone. 

In just over 5 years, $250 billion has 
been invested by the venture capital 
community, which makes its home in 
my congressional district. And I have 
to tell you, I think if you took this 
amendment to Silicon Valley, when 
you go out there—and I know you trav-
el out there—the next time, go there 
for an Internet 101 series, not for fund- 
raising, but go listen to people there. 
That’s where the innovators are. And I 
have the privilege of representing 
them. They want an open, free, acces-
sible Internet. 

I think that your disdain for govern-
ment is spilling over onto the Internet, 
and I would caution you to pull up the 
emergency brake on it, because if in 
fact corporations get their way instead 
of consumers, and there is any block-
age of content or where consumers 
have to pay more because corporations 
are in control instead of consumers, 
there’s going to be a revolution in the 
country. I would not fool around with 
an open, accessible Internet. You are 
barking up the wrong tree. You really 
are. This is a big mistake. 
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So you want to hate the government. 

You want to try and hurt agencies that 
carry out what the Congress does. 
That’s where your party is. That’s 
where your disdain lies. But I think 
this is a march to folly. I don’t know if 
you really fully appreciated the Inter-
net and what it represents and what it 
has done, not only for the people of our 
country but for people around the 
world. You wouldn’t go near this. 

If you suggested to anyone in Tahrir 
Square in Cairo that you were doing 
this, I think they’d laugh a lot of peo-
ple off the floor of the House of Rep-
resentatives. This is so wrongheaded. 
And it says to me that you don’t get it; 
that you simply don’t get it. Without 
some clear rules of the road—and be-
lieve me, what the FCC did is so light. 
I thought that they could have done, 
and should have done, more. Large cor-
porations carve up the Internet into 
fast and slow lanes charging a toll for 
content and blocking innovators from 
entering the information super-
highway. You know what? I want to be 
at your town hall meeting when you 
have to explain that to your constitu-
ents. They will have your heads for 
that. They will. This will supersede 
any other issue. 

So, my friends, anyone that considers 
themselves in the know in the begin-
ning of the second decade of the 21st 
century, let’s not turn the hands of the 
clock back. Let’s be on the side of 
innovators, who weighed in at the FCC, 
and I as the ranking member placed all 
of those letters of support representing 
hundreds of organizations in our coun-
try, all the way from the Catholic Con-
ference of Bishops in our country to 
TechNet. 

The Acting CHAIR. The time of the 
gentlewoman has expired. 

Ms. ESHOO. Vote against this. This 
is a bad, ill-informed amendment. 

Mr. Chair, I rise in opposition to the amend-
ments before us today that would prevent the 
FCC from moving forward in its efforts to pre-
serve a free and open Internet. Over the past 
15 years, the open Internet ecosystem has re-
sulted in more than 3 million new U.S. jobs. 

In just over 5 years, $250 billion has been 
invested by the venture capital community in 
industries reliant on an open Internet. During 
this time, we’ve seen innovative companies 
like Netflix, Skype, Amazon and eBay flourish. 
These Internet companies have created tens 
of thousands of jobs and new competition in 
areas like phone service, video and online 
shopping, not just in my District, but across 
the nation. 

Without some clear rules of the road, large 
corporations can carve up the Internet into fast 
and slow lanes, charging a toll for content, 
and blocking innovators from entering the in-
formation superhighway. 

I believe consumers, not corporations, 
should be in the driver’s seat to pick the con-
tent they view, listen and watch over the Inter-
net. 

The FCC’s actions to preserve an open 
Internet would ensure consumer choice, cer-
tainty and greater clarity in a debate that has 
gone on for almost a decade. The FCC’s rules 
are important for Internet service providers as 

well as edge and content providers, so they 
may focus on investment, innovation, and job 
creation. 

We must ensure the Internet remains a vital 
resource to improve the lives of Americans 
and everyone around the world for genera-
tions to come. 

I stand united with my Democratic col-
leagues on the Energy and Commerce Com-
mittee, that these amendments represent bad 
process, they reflect bad policy for our nation 
and should therefore be rejected. 

I urge my colleagues to oppose these 
amendments and protect a free and open 
Internet for generations to come. 

Mr. DOYLE. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike the last word. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Pennsylvania is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. DOYLE. I rise in opposition to 
the Walden amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, the FCC’s Open Inter-
net Order brings certainty and clarity 
to a debate that has raged on for al-
most a decade, allowing Internet serv-
ice providers as well as edge and con-
tent providers to fully focus on 
broadband investment, innovation, and 
other pressing business matters. In 
fact, broadband providers like AT&T, 
Time Warner and Comcast have all ex-
pressed support for the rules and have 
indicated that the FCC has achieved a 
balanced result. Wall Street invest-
ment analysts have also concluded that 
the FCC’s Open Internet Order removed 
any regulatory overhang for telecom 
and cable companies and reflected a 
‘‘light touch’’ version of regulation 
that will not hinder growth and inno-
vation. 

At the end of the day, the FCC’s rules 
simply maintain the status quo prin-
ciples that most broadband providers 
have already embraced. The rules pre-
serve a number of existing business 
models for broadband providers to pur-
sue as well as paving the way for new 
innovative offerings. Contrary to the 
claims by opponents of the FCC, these 
high level ‘‘rules of the road’’ do not 
allow the agency to micromanage 
broadband providers. They balance 
clarity with flexibility. And they don’t 
require broadband providers to seek 
permission from the commission before 
deploying a network management 
practice. In fact, the rules specifically 
recognize the unique network manage-
ment challenges across different plat-
forms and afford broadband providers 
the latitude they need to manage their 
networks effectively. 

Some opponents of the FCC argue 
that we don’t need any rules in this 
area because antitrust laws are suffi-
cient. But antitrust remedies occur 
after harm occurs. These rules, in con-
trast, allow companies and innovators 
regulatory certainty, a key component 
that allows businesses to thrive. 

Mr. Chairman, the FCC’s open Inter-
net rules are just these three simple 
promises: 

One to consumers—that we can visit 
any Web site we want, using any serv-
ice we want, on any device we want. 

Two for innovators—that they can 
create new tools without getting per-
mission from the government or the 
company that the consumers use to get 
online. 

Three—that we provide a cop on the 
beat to make sure that both sides are 
doing what they’re supposed to and to 
be a neutral arbitrator. That’s all this 
does. 

b 1300 
I urge my colleagues to vote ‘‘no’’ on 

this amendment. It represents bad 
process and bad policy, and it should be 
rejected. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR 

The Acting CHAIR. As a general mat-
ter, the Chair must remind Members 
that remarks must be addressed to the 
Chair and not to others in the second 
person. 

The Chair is not referring to the re-
marks of the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania. 

Mr. TERRY. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike the requisite number of words. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Nebraska is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

Mr. TERRY. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
favor of this amendment because I be-
lieve in a free and open Internet. 

It was December 21, less than 2 
months ago, that the Internet lost its 
freedom when the FCC, on its own, ini-
tiated an order, a rule, to start regu-
lating the Internet. 

Now, who believes that by regulating 
it you are creating freedom? 

When the system was unregulated 
and when the FCC couldn’t micro-
manage the Internet was during the 
time when innovation and investment 
occurred on the Internet and in the 
cyberworld. That’s when we got the 
eBays, the Hulus, the Apple TVs, and 
all of the great applications that we 
use today. So, when I go back to my 
district and look my constituents in 
the eye, I can honestly say I am the 
one fighting to keep the Internet free 
and open. 

There are three points that we need 
to discuss here today: First of all, the 
regulation of the Internet by the FCC 
is not a congressional initiative. It was 
three votes on the FCC while Congress 
was away. Now they think they’ve got 
the power, but that’s under dispute. 
There is already a lawsuit telling them 
they don’t have that authority. I don’t 
believe they have the authority. It was 
an incredible stretch by the FCC to 
take a sentence out of section 706 of 
the Telecom Act of 1996 that actually 
used a phrase about data and that the 
FCC can’t put up barriers. Somehow 
they assume, now that they have power 
from that phrase, they can start imple-
menting and putting in barriers. 

I worry that these new rules and reg-
ulations controlling the Internet will 
stifle investment in innovation in the 
long run. Let’s look at what this order 
does that will affect investment. 

On the investment side, the power 
that the FCC has sought to regulate 
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says that, in the cyberworld, there 
can’t be discrimination. Who wants dis-
crimination unless you find out that 
it’s maybe a business model? For exam-
ple, as a typical business model, you 
pay for what you use. If you’re at 1 
megabit, that may be $14; 7 megabits of 
speed is a higher price; 20 or 30 mega-
bits is going to even be a higher price. 
The issue is that some people now say 
that that is unreasonable discrimina-
tion. 

In fact, I have an email newsletter 
from a friend of mine who runs a soft-
ware company that can stop viruses. I 
am a client—or soon won’t be. But lis-
ten to this. This is their interpretation 
of the FCC’s net neutrality, ‘‘What Net 
Neutrality Means for You.’’ 

Here is what it says: ‘‘Deregulation,’’ 
which is what we are being accused of 
doing, which is regulating the Internet, 
‘‘could mean higher Internet access 
prices as ISPs institute tiered models 
that offer speedier downloads to high-
er-paying customers.’’ 

That is the current business model. 
You will pay for what you use. If the 
business model is struck down by the 
FCC, you won’t have the investment. 
You won’t have an expansion of the 
Internet. 

I think it will stifle innovation. 
Frankly, the creator, the Godfather, 
the grandfather of the Internet, Dr. 
David Farber, agrees with this posi-
tion. He has co-written an article that 
basically says, if you put regulators in 
charge of the Internet instead of engi-
neers, it will reduce innovation. It 
makes sense, because now, if you’re a 
big enough company—like a Google or 
an eBay—you just hire lawyers and 
lobbyists to go and lobby the FCC in-
stead of hiring engineers to innovate. 

[From the Trend Micro Consumer 
Newsletter, February 2011] 

WHAT NET NEUTRALITY MEANS FOR YOU 
Net neutrality has been in the news for 

some years now, but the Federal Commu-
nications Commission (FCC) just released 
some important new rules on the topic. ‘‘Net 
neutrality’’ refers to the principle that 
Internet service providers and the govern-
ment shouldn’t restrict content or service 
levels for different users. In other words, 
supporters of net neutrality think that ISPs 
shouldn’t favor one user over another when 
it comes to Internet access. 

Net neutrality opponents argue that inten-
tional content blocking and performance 
degradation is more of a theoretical problem 
than a real one. They also argue that less 
regulation, not more, is what’s required to 
create greater competition among ISPs and 
better service levels for everyone. 

For consumers, deregulation of the Inter-
net could mean higher Internet access prices 
as ISPs institute tiered models that offer 
speedier downloads to higher-paying cus-
tomers. Some people also worry that allow-
ing businesses to choose what content or 
sites they’ll offer to whom will result in the 
commoditization of a formerly free and open 
environment, akin to the evolution of tele-
vision from an essentially free service to a 
highly fragmented and fairly expensive one. 

The FCC’s new rules appear to favor net 
neutrality proponents. They require ISPs to 
be more transparent about network perform-
ance and management; they prevent fixed (as 

opposed to wireless) service providers from 
blocking content (for example, sites owned 
by their competition), and they don’t allow 
ISPs to discriminate against specific appli-
cations (such as Netflix, BitTorrent, or 
Hulu). In other words, you can expect things 
to pretty much remain as they have been— 
for now, anyway. 

The Acting CHAIR (Mr. MACK). The 
time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike the number of requisite words. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Washington is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. DICKS. The gentleman from Ne-
braska has spoken twice on this issue. 
Was that by unanimous consent? 

Mr. TERRY. Will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. DICKS. I want an answer to my 
question first. 

Mr. TERRY. If you yield, it will solve 
the question. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Chair be-
lieves that the gentleman from Ne-
braska spoke only once. 

Mr. TERRY. Yield to me, please. 
Give me a little bit of respect. 

Mr. DICKS. I yield to the gentleman. 
Mr. TERRY. I spoke one time, which 

is right now. I don’t know who you’re 
confusing me with or why you’re stand-
ing up right now. 

Mr. DICKS. You’re such a handsome 
guy, I thought you spoke twice. I’m 
sorry. 

I yield back the balance of my time, 
Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. SCALISE. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the last word. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Louisiana is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

Mr. SCALISE. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in strong support of this amendment 
because, I think, if you look all across 
the country—and of course we had a 
watershed election in November—and if 
you listen to the voters all throughout 
this country, as so many of us do who 
hold town hall meetings—people are 
tired of all of these government regula-
tions that are killing jobs and stifling 
innovation. In fact, most people will 
tell you they are scared to death about 
the concept of the Federal Government 
regulating the Internet. 

So there was this net neutrality rul-
ing that came up by the FCC in a 3–2 
decision where all the Democrats voted 
for net neutrality, for this regulation, 
and where all the Republicans voted 
against. The FCC rarely ever has any 
kind of major ruling like this on a di-
vided vote. 

I think it shows you that there is al-
ready controversy. The courts have al-
ready said that they don’t necessarily 
have the authority to do this. That’s 
why, as my colleague from Nebraska 
just pointed out, there is already liti-
gation that is going on because we 
think the FCC overstepped its bound-
aries. 

You had a bipartisan group in Con-
gress that came together and said, We 
don’t want this kind of action going 
forward. This is something that should 

be done and solved in the halls of Con-
gress. 

Of course, our colleagues on the 
other side, Mr. Chairman, haven’t even 
identified a problem. If you actually 
want to look at it and if you look 
throughout our economy and at all of 
the troubles we have with it, one of the 
few segments that is growing is the 
technology segment of our economy be-
cause of the innovation that has been 
allowed to thrive, primarily due to the 
lack of government regulation. 

I think that goes to the heart of the 
real difference between our side and 
their side. They are the party of regu-
lation, which stifles job growth, which 
stifles innovation. We are the party 
that says, let’s allow a college student 
at Harvard University the opportunity 
to come up with an idea—and he 
dropped out of Harvard and is now a 
billionaire. In fact, maybe the largest 
percentage of billionaires in this coun-
try is that of Harvard dropouts, those 
who actually went out and came up 
with ideas to innovate, using the Inter-
net, who are now billionaires who are 
creating thousands and millions of 
jobs—good, high-paying jobs. These are 
American jobs. Yet, through this net 
neutrality ruling, they want to stifle 
that innovation. 

So the first thing, I guess, we would 
have to ask is: Was net neutrality the 
reason that we were able to have that 
innovation that led to Facebook? Was 
net neutrality the reason that we were 
able to have such a proliferation of 
broadband that now over 95 percent of 
people in this country have access to 
broadband? By the way, they like it. 
They’re not calling, saying, We want 
the government to come regulate the 
Internet now because there’s a prob-
lem. In fact, they say just the opposite. 
They say look at this innovation that 
is happening. 

We had a hearing with the FCC yes-
terday about this issue. One of the FCC 
commissioners pointed out that, over 
the last 10 years, Mr. Chairman, over 
$500 billion—billion with a ‘‘b’’—of pri-
vate investment has been made to de-
velop broadband throughout the coun-
try. This is without any kind of tax-
payer money. 

b 1310 
This is private sector money being 

put into the marketplace to go and cre-
ate jobs, to go and create the kinds of 
technologies that allow you to view 
and use all the kinds of apps that are 
available on these kinds of devices. 
That was done without net neutrality. 
They would tell you that they need net 
neutrality in order to have this innova-
tion. Of course, they fail to point out 
that net neutrality was not in place 
when all this innovation happened. In 
fact, most people will tell you that net 
neutrality is one of the things that’s in 
the way of this kind of innovation, and 
we’re already starting to see a stifling 
of the growth, a stifling of the private 
investment because of these threats of 
new regulations coming in from the 
FCC. 
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And that’s why it’s so important that 

this amendment actually addresses 
this problem and says, Federal Govern-
ment, get your hands off the Internet, 
allow the innovation to continue, be-
cause it happened and it’s continuing 
to happen without that kind of govern-
ment intervention that they so strong-
ly want through net neutrality. 

And so when you look and they talk 
about these companies that have said 
that this is a great thing, net neu-
trality is a great thing. Some of the 
companies they listed, they failed to 
mention in that same letter the com-
pany said, well, maybe we can live with 
it but they also have some concerns 
about it. I didn’t hear them mentioning 
that when they’re talking about these 
companies. 

And you look at all of the innovation 
that has happened, and we’re talking 
about massive job growth. You know, 
here at a time when our main focus 
needs to be on jobs, you’ve got the gov-
ernment coming in with yet another 
threat of regulation that will stifle in-
novation and run more jobs out of this 
country to countries where they don’t 
tell you how to operate your network, 
they don’t tell you what to do with the 
billions of dollars that you are invest-
ing to build broadband. 

Maybe our friends on the other side 
want the Federal Government to be 
running the Internet because they only 
want the government to be the one 
that can tell you what you can and 
can’t do. And, in fact, in our hearing 
yesterday with the FCC chairman, we 
pointed out that in this net neutrality 
ruling, it allows the Federal Govern-
ment to pick winners and losers. That’s 
not what we should be about. We 
should be about innovation. We should 
be about passing this amendment to 
allow that innovation to grow and get 
rid of net neutrality. 

Mrs. BLACKBURN. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the last word. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentlewoman 
from Tennessee is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

Mrs. BLACKBURN. Mr. Chairman, I 
think it is important that we look at 
what this process of net neutrality is. I 
rise in support of the resolution that 
we’re bringing to block this funding at 
the FCC from being used to implement 
it. 

Bear in mind—and I think it’s impor-
tant that we realize this and remember 
it—after we adjourned from the last 
Congress and all headed home at 
Christmas, the FCC convened and the 
FCC decided that they were going to go 
where they had no authority to go. 
They were going to go in and imple-
ment net neutrality rules. Now, bear in 
mind that this body has stood in a bi-
partisan manner against the FCC tak-
ing this action. We have had over 300 
Members stand and move forward with 
letters stating that they didn’t think 
the FCC should move forward. This is 
an issue that should come back to Con-
gress. 

But Christmas week they moved for-
ward and the gentleman from Lou-

isiana is exactly right in his com-
ments. We heard from the FCC yester-
day, and we heard about how they plan 
to move forward in this. Bear in mind, 
they have not done any analysis that 
would indicate that there has been a 
market failure. Indeed, by the actions 
taken in this body in 1996 in the 
Telecom Act, adopting a hands-off ap-
proach to the Internet and broadband, 
what we were able to do is see this 
country go from 8 million to over 200 
million users; 95 percent of the country 
has access. Get this, according to the 
FCC, over 90 percent of those that have 
Internet access are satisfied with what 
they have. That has been done because 
we left it alone. 

Government created the environ-
ment. They made the spectrum avail-
able, companies came in, bid on that 
spectrum, secured that spectrum. They 
spend 60 billion private sector job-cre-
ating dollars every single year to build 
and maintain that spectrum. 

When we talk about the creative 
economy, when we talk about 21st-cen-
tury jobs growth, much of it is based 
off of technologies that are going to be 
attached to, developed, or applied to 
broadband, the Internet, and Web sites. 

It is in support of this resolution that 
we should all stand. We should vote 
‘‘yes.’’ We should rein in some of these 
Federal Government agencies. We 
should stop the FCC from enacting the 
fairness doctrine for the Internet. 

Ms. MATSUI. Mr. Chair, I rise to express 
strong opposition to Amendment 404, offered 
by Mr. WALDEN, and urge my colleagues to 
vote against it. 

The FCC’s Open Internet Order brings cer-
tainty and clarity to a debate that has raged 
for almost a decade, allowing Internet service 
providers as well as edge and content pro-
viders to fully focus on broadband investment, 
innovation, and other pressing business mat-
ters. In fact, many broadband providers have 
expressed support of the rules and have indi-
cated the FCC’s achieved a balanced result. 

At the end of the day, the FCC’s rules sim-
ply maintain the status quo principles that 
most broadband providers have already em-
braced. The rules preserve a number of exist-
ing business models for broadband providers 
to pursue, as well as pave the way for new, 
innovative offerings. 

Contrary to claims by opponents of the 
FCC, these high-level ‘‘rules of the road’’ do 
not allow the agency to micro-manage 
broadband providers. They balance clarity with 
flexibility. And they do not require broadband 
providers to seek permission from the Com-
mission before deploying a network manage-
ment practice. 

In fact, the rules specifically recognize the 
unique network management challenges 
across different platforms, and afford 
broadband providers the latitude they need to 
manage their networks effectively. 

Some opponents of the FCC argue that we 
don’t need any rules in this area because anti-
trust law is sufficient. But antitrust remedies 
occur after harm occurs. Prophylactic rules, in 
contrast, allow companies and innovators reg-
ulatory certainty—a key component to allow 
businesses to thrive. 

I urge my colleagues to vote no on Amend-
ment 404. It represents both bad process and 
bad policy, and should be rejected. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Oregon (Mr. WALDEN). 

The question was taken; and the Act-
ing Chair announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it. 

Mr. WALDEN. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand a recorded vote. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Oregon will be 
postponed. 

AMENDMENT NO. 334 OFFERED BY MRS. LOWEY 

Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Chairman, I have 
an amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

At the end of the bill (before the short 
title), insert the following: 

SEC. ll. None of the funds made available 
by this Act for Department of Homeland Se-
curity, Federal Emergency Management 
Agency, State and Local Programs may be 
used to provide grants under the Urban Area 
Security Initiative under section 2003 of the 
Homeland Security Act of 2002 (6 U.S.C. 604) 
to more than 25 high-risk urban areas. 

Mr. ADERHOLT. We are prepared to 
accept the gentlelady’s amendment, 
Mr. Chairman. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentlewoman 
from New York is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

Mrs. LOWEY. I thank the gentleman. 
Mr. Chair, while I have serious misgivings 

about the funding levels for FEMA first re-
sponder grants in the CR, my amendment en-
sures that one program, the Urban Area Secu-
rity Initiative, is restored to its intended pur-
pose. 

By limiting UASI recipients to the 25 high-
est-risk cities, we will restore its original pur-
pose—addressing the unique planning, equip-
ment and training needs of high-threat, high- 
density urban areas in order to prevent, pro-
tect against, respond to, and recover from, 
acts of terrorism. 

Originally distributed to seven metropolitan 
areas, UASI has ballooned to 64 regions, 
many of which are neither high-threat, nor 
high-density. 

Rather than provide the highest possible 
funding to our most at-risk targets, FEMA 
made UASI a virtual earmark account. FEMA 
wastes resources, disregards Congressional 
prerogatives, and dilutes resources available 
to truly high-risk areas. For instance, despite a 
$50 million increase for UASI since Fiscal 
Year 2008, the New York City area receives 
less funding despite the grave and growing 
threats it faces. 

We need look no further to Faisal Shazad’s 
failed plot to detonate a car bomb in Times 
Square in May 2010 or the 2009 arrest of 
Najubullah Zazi for his role in an attempted 
bombing of the New York City subway system 
to understand the disproportionate threat New 
Yorkers face. 

Just last week in fact, Secretary Napolitano 
testified before the Homeland Security Com-
mittee that we are at our most ‘‘heightened 
state’’ of terrorist threat since September 11th. 
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Now is the time to provide the most targeted 

cities with the resources they need and de-
serve. If the CR is adopted and the same 
number of UASI recipients remains, the New 
York City region would stand to LOSE nearly 
$15 million in Fiscal Year 2011 alone—this is 
totally unacceptable. 

To my new colleagues who came to Con-
gress pledging to make government more effi-
cient, this is your chance. Don’t let the CR 
pass with the same number of UASI recipi-
ents, shortchanging the top terror target in the 
country by a $15 million decrease in funds. 

While the horrific World Trade Center at-
tacks in 1993 and 2001 were in New York, 
they were aimed at the United States and all 
Americans. We all have a responsibility to en-
sure our most targeted regions are adequately 
prepared. 

I urge my colleagues to support the amend-
ment. 

Mr. ISRAEL. Mr. Chair, I rise today in sup-
port of the amendment which would provide 
more funding to New York under the Urban 
Areas Security Initiative. I am proud to co-
sponsor this amendment with my colleague 
from New York. 

The Republican’s funding bill that we are 
debating today is, in many ways, putting the 
future of our Nation at risk. But the cuts made 
to Homeland Security grants are literally put-
ting our communities at risk and in harms way. 

Under current funding levels, the Urban 
Area Security Initiative provides grants to 64 
metropolitan areas, including New York City. 
As we are all keenly aware, New York City is 
at the top of the target list for terrorists want-
ing to strike our country. It is clear that we 
must do what we can to rein in spending by 
the federal government, and this requires 
making difficult choices, but New Yorkers and 
the American people rely on homeland secu-
rity measures to keep them safe on their way 
to work, home or while touring New York City. 

I believe that we have to make smart 
choices, and cutting $12 million that could 
help New York City prevent the next terrorist 
attack on this country is not a smart choice. 
But there is a way to protect our Nation’s 
most-vulnerable targets without adding to the 
deficit and the amendment I have offered 
today with my good friend and colleague from 
New York accomplishes both goals. 

Our amendment limits the number of metro-
politan areas that are eligible to receive Urban 
Area Security Initiative funds, increasing the 
share each eligible city receives. Currently, 
this Continuing Resolution that my colleagues 
on the other side of aisle have brought to the 
floor cuts funding for these critical grants by 
$87 million. New York City officials estimate 
this cut will result in a loss of $12 million for 
the city. That means $12 million less for im-
portant technology investments; $12 million 
less for critical personnel; $12 million less for 
training for police and firefighters; $12 million 
less for ongoing counter terrorism operations 
and overall emergency preparedness. 

Mr. Chair, less than ten months ago, Faisal 
Shahzad attempted to set off a car bomb in 
Times Square, putting at risk the lives of thou-
sands of New Yorkers, along with visitors from 
across the country and around the world. The 
risk to New York City is real and we must re-
main vigilant. 

I urge my colleagues to join me in sup-
porting this amendment and ensuring that the 
funds we are spending on the Urban Area Se-

curity Initiative are going to the cities that are 
the most at risk. 

Mrs. LOWEY. I yield back the bal-
ance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tlewoman from New York (Mrs. 
LOWEY). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT NO. 413 OFFERED BY MS. WOOLSEY 
Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Chairman, I offer 

an amendment. 
The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 

designate the amendment. 
The text of the amendment is as fol-

lows: 
At the end of the bill (before the short 

title), insert the following: 
SEC. ll. None of the funds made available 

by this Act may be used in Department of 
Defense overseas contingency operations 
budget for military operations in Afghani-
stan until the President to seeks to nego-
tiate and enter into a bilateral status of 
forces agreement with the Government of 
the Islamic Republic of Afghanistan. 

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. Chair-
man, I reserve a point of order on the 
gentlewoman’s amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. A point of order 
is reserved. 

The gentlewoman from California is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Chairman, 
amendment 413 states that none of the 
funds made available by this act may 
be used in Department of Defense over-
seas contingency operations budget for 
military operations in Afghanistan 
until the President seeks to negotiate 
and enter into a bilateral status of 
forces agreement with Afghanistan. 

Mr. Chairman, we’ve had troops de-
ployed in Afghanistan for nearly a dec-
ade now, making this the longest war 
in our Nation’s history, costing more 
than $378 billion, with no real end in 
sight. Close to 1,500 brave Americans 
have been killed, and they’ve been 
killed in the line of duty there. Rough-
ly 10,000 have been wounded, and yet 
the United States does not have a sta-
tus of forces agreement, or SOFA, with 
Afghanistan. 

The SOFA is a very basic tool which 
spells out the terms of U.S. military 
operations in a given country. The 
United States is party to more than 100 
such agreements, for engagements 
great and engagements small, includ-
ing Mali, Montenegro, and Micronesia. 
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We have a SOFA with Iraq, signed in 
the year 2008, which sets out a deadline 
for complete withdrawal of troops by 
the end of the year. 

SOFA agreements determine how the 
laws of the foreign jurisdiction should 
be applied to U.S. personnel while in 
that country. They lay the foundation 
in a number of areas, including eco-
nomic, cultural, and law enforcement 
matters. 

So it’s beyond irresponsible, Mr. 
Chairman, that in Afghanistan, the 
country where we are currently waging 
our longest and most expensive war, we 
have no such agreement. There is no 

formal structure to provide rules gov-
erning the presence of hundreds of 
thousands of Americans in that sov-
ereign nation. This must end. It’s both 
morally and fiscally irresponsible. And 
that’s why I have submitted this 
amendment. It requires the President 
to negotiate and enter into a bilateral 
SOFA with the Government of Afghan-
istan. 

A SOFA would establish that the 
temporary presence of U.S. troops in 
Afghanistan is at the request and invi-
tation of the host government. It 
would prohibit permanent military 
bases in Afghanistan, and it would pro-
vide a date no later than 1 year after 
the signing of the agreement for com-
plete, safe, and orderly redeployment. 
That includes Armed Forces, civilian 
DOD employees, and military contrac-
tors. 

Without a SOFA with Afghanistan, 
Mr. Chairman, our leaders can con-
tinue to extend our occupation indefi-
nitely while the cost surges, our deficit 
rises, and our economy falters. That is 
poor military strategy and poor fiscal 
planning. 

A SOFA provides certainty and clar-
ity about what we’re doing in Afghani-
stan and how much longer we need to 
be there. It would provide the frame-
work and momentum for redeployment 
consistent with the terms of the Iraq 
SOFA. 

My amendment would move us a crit-
ical step closer to an end to this disas-
trous war, the safe return of our troops 
back home, and taxpayers’ dollars in-
vested in domestic needs right here in 
the United States. 

With that, I yield back the balance of 
my time. 

POINT OF ORDER 
Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. Chair-

man, I insist on my point of order and 
I make a point of order against the 
amendment because it proposes to 
change existing law and constitutes 
legislation in an appropriations bill 
and, therefore, violates clause 2 of rule 
XXI. The rule states in pertinent part, 
‘‘An amendment to a general appro-
priation bill shall not be in order if 
changing existing law.’’ The amend-
ment imposes additional duties. 

I ask for a ruling from the Chair. 
The Acting CHAIR. Does any Member 

wish to be heard on the point of order? 
The Chair will rule. 

The amendment contains a legisla-
tive condition on the availability of 
funds in the bill. As such, the amend-
ment violates clause 2 of rule XXI. 

The point of order is sustained. 
AMENDMENT NO. 516 OFFERED BY MR. CAMP 
Mr. CAMP. Mr. Chairman, I have an 

amendment at the desk. 
The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 

designate the amendment. 
The text of the amendment is as fol-

lows: 
At the end of the bill, before the short 

title, insert the following: 
SEC. l. None of the funds made available 

by this Act may be used for the opening of 
the locks at the Thomas J. O’Brien Lock and 
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Dam or the Chicago River Controlling 
Works. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Michigan is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

Mr. CAMP. Today I offer an amend-
ment that is long overdue. Last June, a 
live bighead Asian carp was discovered 
6 miles from Lake Michigan, north of 
the locks and well past the electric 
barrier. This discovery shows that 
Asian carp, one of the world’s most 
rampant invasive species, are at the 
doorstep of the Great Lakes. 

Weighing up to 100 pounds, spanning 
over 6 feet, and eating half their body 
weight daily, Asian carp have the abil-
ity to decimate fish populations indige-
nous to the Great Lakes. These giant 
bottom feeders would destroy the re-
gion’s $7.5 billion fishing industry as 
well as the 800,000 jobs that are sup-
ported by it. To prevent this catas-
trophe, ecological experts have said 
that closing the locks that separate 
the Illinois River from Lake Michigan 
is the single most important step we 
can take to prevent these species from 
entering the Great Lakes. 

In 2009, the Michigan attorney gen-
eral filed a petition in Federal court to 
direct the U.S. Army Corps of Engi-
neers to immediately close the locks. 
This petition was supported by Wis-
consin, Minnesota, Ohio, Indiana, New 
York, and Pennsylvania. Unfortu-
nately, the court denied the petition. 
But after the court’s decision, I intro-
duced the Carp Act, along with Senator 
STABENOW of Michigan, that would im-
mediately close the locks. And since 
then, despite the imminent threat of 
Asian carp, the administration has re-
fused to close the locks and all we have 
received is promises of studies that will 
take years to complete. 

You will surely hear arguments from 
those opposed to closing the locks that 
doing so will disrupt the movement of 
cargo and cause serious economic harm 
to the region. Economists who have ex-
amined those claims have found them 
to be grossly exaggerated. 

An economic study conducted in 2010, 
found on the Michigan attorney gen-
eral’s website at: http:// 
www.michigan.gov/documents/ag/1-Ap-
pendixlRenewedl Mo-
tionl310133l7.pdf, found that if cargo 
passing through the locks had to be 
transported by land, it would increase 
truck traffic in the surrounding area 
by only one-tenth of 1 percent, or the 
equivalent of adding two additional 
freight trains to the over 500 leaving 
the region each day. Any supposed eco-
nomic impact of closing the locks 
would pale in comparison to the multi-
billion dollar industries that would be 
wiped out by Asian carp. 

The State of Michigan’s response to 
the administration’s Asian carp frame-
work pointed out, ‘‘The Framework’s 
statement that the Chicago lock is the 
Nation’s second busiest ignores the 
fact that, in 2008, only 39 loaded barges 
carrying approximately 100,000 tons of 
cargo, mainly sand and gravel, moved 

through that lock. Moreover, according 
to the Corps’ own data, the 2008 vessel 
traffic consisted of 34,000—not 50,000— 
vessels, mainly recreational water-
craft.’’ The canal is now only 9 feet 
deep in some areas. 

You will also hear critics claim that 
this amendment will tie the hands of 
the Corps in assisting flood emer-
gencies. Again, those claims are not ac-
curate. The Corps has sufficient au-
thority to protect human life and prop-
erty in the event of flooding and other 
disasters under the authority granted 
to it by the Flood Control and Coastal 
Emergencies Act and other Corps regu-
lations. Those authorities allow dis-
trict commanders to issue a declara-
tion of emergency and use Corps re-
sources to help State and local authori-
ties respond. Opening the locks to deal 
with flooding is the exact type of sce-
nario this authority is intended for. 

Mr. Chairman, every day of inaction 
puts the Great Lakes ecosystem, the 
largest body of freshwater in the world, 
and the 800,000 jobs sustained at risk. 
Inaction is unacceptable, and I urge all 
Members to vote ‘‘yes’’ on this amend-
ment. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Chairman, I 

move to strike the last word. 
The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 

from Indiana is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. I appreciate the 
recognition and stand to oppose the 
gentleman’s amendment, first of all, to 
make the observation, representing the 
northwest corner of the State of Indi-
ana, that I believe the gentleman is 
mistaken in suggesting that the State 
of Indiana supports the closure of the 
locks. It is my understanding that the 
State of Indiana opposes the closing of 
the locks. 

I would agree with the gentleman’s 
assertion that we face a very serious 
problem as far as the carp, and I and 
others have certainly joined in that 
concern. As a member of the Energy 
and Water Subcommittee for over a 
decade, we have been working 
acidulously on this particular problem, 
not only with the Army Corps of Engi-
neers, but with an assortment of State 
and Federal regulatory bodies, because 
no one wants carp in the Great Lakes. 
But I would emphasize to this body 
that it is a work in progress. And at 
this point, the closure of the locks is 
uncalled for. 

The second point—and the gentleman 
talks about the economy, there is an 
economic issue. Speaking for the State 
of Indiana, I would point out, if those 
locks were closed, the impact as far as 
the loss to economic activity in the 
State of Indiana is $1.9 billion, and 
17,655 jobs in Indiana would be affected. 
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We’re trying to create jobs in this 
economy, not strike them from be-
neath us. 

And, finally, this issue is not without 
controversy. It has ended up in the 

courts. The gentleman’s absolutely 
correct about that. Twice the United 
States Supreme Court has rejected ar-
guments by the Michigan Attorney 
General that closing the locks is emi-
nently needed at this point in time. 

Last year the State of Michigan 
brought the question of lock closure 
before the U.S. District Court for the 
Northern District of Illinois. On De-
cember 2, Judge Robert Dow ruled 
against the State of Michigan on their 
request for a preliminary injunction, 
explaining that the lock closure could 
inflict certain harm on the economy, 
and that the State of Michigan had 
failed to demonstrate that the Asian 
carp presented an ecological threat to 
the Great Lakes that was imminent. 

So again, I would urge all of my col-
leagues to oppose the gentleman’s 
amendment. 

Mr. CAMP. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. VISCLOSKY. I yield to the gen-

tleman from Michigan. 
Mr. CAMP. I appreciate the gentle-

man’s comments, particularly at the 
opening of your remarks when you 
spoke of your involvement in this issue 
for more than a decade. And the prob-
lem we have is we’ve run out of time. 
Really, since 2009 when EDNA was 
found north of the locks, and now we 
found live Asian carp north of the 
locks—— 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. If I could reclaim 
my time, I understand the finding of 
DNA. That is not carp. And again, ev-
eryone is working on keeping the carps 
out of the lake. The locks are not im-
permeable either. And we have court 
intervention and court rulings on this 
matter. And again, would ask my col-
leagues to oppose the gentleman’s 
amendment. 

I yield back my time. 
Mrs. BIGGERT. I move to strike the 

requisite number of words. 
The Acting CHAIR. The gentlewoman 

from Illinois is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

Ms. BIGGERT. Mr. Chairman, this is 
an issue that has grown and grown and 
grown. But let me say that I would 
agree with the gentleman from Michi-
gan, that we do not want the Asian 
carp to be able to get into the Great 
Lakes and into Lake Michigan first. 

We have been working on this issue 
for 12 years and it really makes me 
upset to think that they seem to say, 
well, nothing has happened, and now 
it’s an emergency, that the Asian carp 
are going to get into Lake Michigan. 
Let me tell you that we have set up 
two electronic dispersal barriers that 
are in my district to stop the Asian 
carp from getting through. This is the 
only path from the Gulf of Mexico to 
the Great Lakes and these two barriers 
are there. 

The Asian carp are 42 miles from the 
city of Chicago, and this is an emer-
gency and they have 42 miles to go. 
They have moved very slowly. Most of 
the population of the Asian carp are in 
the Illinois River around Channahon 
and right now, Channahon, they have a 
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contract with China to send the Asian 
carp over to be used as food in China. 

The Army Corps of Engineers has 
been doing everything, and this is for 
the last 12 years, and the Congress has 
funded this, to make sure that those 
Asian carp never reach the Great 
Lakes. And if they do, it would be dev-
astating. So things that have hap-
pened, the two dispersal barriers, the 
bubble barriers, electro-fishing, oxy-
genation, rotenone used to kill the 
fish, the bypass screening barriers to 
combat the Asian carp. 

The problem is, and it’s not just that 
the carp will get in there—and the gen-
tleman from Michigan raised the ques-
tion of whether this was the only way 
that the Army Corps has said to stop 
the carp. It is not. And, in fact, the 
Army Corps has said that even if the 
locks are closed, the Asian carp will be 
able to get through those locks. So this 
is not the answer. The answer is to find 
all of these ways to combat that. 

Invasive species are legally hard to 
deal with, but I think what Army Corps 
and all of the other agencies have been 
doing is something that we will be able 
to contain them and eventually—I’ve 
been on fish kills before. There were 
22,000 fish that were killed to make 
sure that these Asian carp had not got-
ten beyond the barriers. Not one of 
these fish was an Asian carp. 

But the problems that we’re really 
facing are economic, devastating to the 
State of Illinois, devastating to the 
States below Illinois, down to the Gulf 
of Mexico, devastating to anyone that 
is using the locks to send goods back 
and forth. 

And, in fact, we are facing 800,000 
jobs lost with the barge traffic. People 
don’t realize how much this is used be-
cause of the barge. You’re not stopped 
by a barge when the gates go down. 
You’re not stopped having a barge on 
the streets. 

What has been determined is that if 
we were to shut down the barge traffic, 
it would take—oh, well, we just put 
them on the rail and we put them on 
trucks. If we were to put these on 
trucks, if you were to take and line up 
the trucks from the east coast to the 
west coast, line them all up across the 
country and then put them all back 
going back to the east coast, that’s 
how many trucks would be to be able 
to move the asphalt, the salt, the coal, 
all of these big, big items that are used 
and used in the economic thing of 
things. As well as the food and every-
thing else that goes up and down. 

So I think that the Corps has testi-
fied that all the things are working. 
There is another study out that is 
going to be finished by 2015. We have 
got to get this right and they worked. 
But having worked for 12 years on this, 
it really upsets me when the gentleman 
states a study from Wayne State say-
ing that it would only cost $4.5 million 
in damages for economic. Oh, no. The 
barge people, all the people estimate 
it’s at least $29 billion. 

This bill was to make sure that we 
can get the economy back, that we can 
create the jobs. This will destroy jobs. 

And I’m also talking about flooding. 
It will flood the city of Chicago, and it 
will flood 124 suburbs. I urge a negative 
vote on this. 

Mr. KINZINGER of Illinois. I move to 
strike the last word, Mr. Chairman. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. KINZINGER of Illinois. Mr. 
Chairman, my friend from Michigan, I 
appreciate his interest in this issue. I 
have to strongly stand up and oppose 
it, though. 

The 11th in Illinois, which is my dis-
trict, is very, very focused and very re-
liant upon the ability to move com-
merce, the ability to have transpor-
tation, the ability for free flow of goods 
back and forth. That’s a major, major 
industry in my district. A lot of jobs 
rely on that. 

One of the great assets we have is the 
ability to float goods. That’s a great 
thing. The fact of the matter is, when 
we talk about closing the locks and 
dams, we talk about the entire Chicago 
region’s water and sewer infrastructure 
system is built on the idea that water 
flows out of Lake Michigan via the 
lock system; and cutting those off 
would completely devastate the area. 

Possibly closing the locks perma-
nently is totally not a solution to the 
problem. As most people have seen, the 
locks themselves are not even com-
pletely sealed. Even when closed, it 
still allows for some leakage. 

At a time when we are addressing a 
continuing resolution, we should give 
the Army Corps of Engineers time to 
finish their study. Let’s continue to be 
cautious. We’re talking about $30 bil-
lion in commerce that’s going to be af-
fected in my area because we want to 
quickly make a judgment on this. I un-
derstand the passion. I understand the 
concern, but let’s be very cautious. 

At a time when the Chicago area, 
when my district has an economic 
downturn and people are waking up 
every day wondering if they’re going to 
be able to feed their family or if 
they’re going to have a job the next 
day, or people are driving on the inter-
states wondering if they can even get 
to work on time because there’s al-
ready enough trucks, and now we want 
to add more and more trucks if we 
close these. That is the absolute wrong 
answer to this. 

And so I’m asking, let’s defeat this in 
this continuing resolution. Let’s give 
the Army Corps of Engineers the time 
they need. 

I ask my fellow colleagues to stand 
up and oppose this. It’s too quick. We 
have to be cautious. We have to wait. 
We have to see. 

When we took the majority, one of 
the things we talked about is being 
cautious when we get involved in free 
market and commerce; and we’ve 
talked about that caution and what we 
want to do to create jobs and what we 
want to do to allow people to get back 

to work and to solve this deficit not 
just by cutting spending, but by cut-
ting the unemployment rate. 

Well, I’m telling you, this would be 
terribly devastating for the people in 
Illinois, for the people in the 11th dis-
trict and, frankly, for folks in the re-
gion. 

b 1340 

Mr. CAMP. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. KINZINGER of Illinois. I yield to 

the gentleman from Michigan. 
Mr. CAMP. I very much appreciate 

the gentleman yielding. 
And I just want to comment, the gen-

tlewoman from Illinois mentioned 
about her 12-year involvement in this 
issue. In fact, she and I worked very 
hard in 2006 to get the first funding for 
the electronic barrier, but that was 5 
years ago. To wait for the study that I 
hear my colleagues call for is another 5 
years. How much time is it going to 
take before we eliminate the threat to 
the entire Great Lakes ecosystem? 

Again, I appreciate the gentleman 
yielding. 

Mr. KINZINGER of Illinois. No prob-
lem. 

I understand, this takes time. When 
we talk about affecting $30 billion in 
economic commerce, I would expect 
that to take some time. 

Now, again, I appreciate the concern. 
I appreciate everything we’re dealing 
with. This is a very serious issue. But, 
my goodness, the people in my district 
are already waking up wondering if 
they are going to have a job tomorrow, 
begging the free market to work. And 
that’s all we’re asking. 

If we want to take this up at a later 
time, fine. But is it really appropriate, 
when we’re debating hundreds of 
amendments to a continuing resolu-
tion, for this to be the area where we 
do something that’s, frankly, been 
working or has been in study for 5 
years and has a lot more to go? 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
Mr. DOLD. Mr. Chair, I move to 

strike the last word. 
The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 

from Illinois is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

Mr. DOLD. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
today in opposition to this amendment. 
As a resident of the Chicagoland area 
and a lifelong resident of the State of 
Illinois, this amendment would have 
devastating implications for the econ-
omy. Right now we need jobs. Every-
body on both sides of the aisle has been 
talking about how we need to jump- 
start the economy and put people back 
to work. 

I have a great amount of respect for 
the chairman and his work, but I think 
this is an amendment that is going to 
have devastating implications for peo-
ple all across that region. It’s going to 
look to cost approximately $29 billion. 

When we look at the amount of com-
merce that’s going to be coming up 
from the Gulf of Mexico, through the 
Mississippi River, into the Chicagoland 
area and, yes, through the Great Lakes 
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and back and forth, this is something 
that we must, at this point in time, not 
rush to judgment. 

I recognize that we have been study-
ing this problem for a period of time. I 
recognize that there are actually even 
interim studies. In fact, there is an in-
terim study that’s even out. Interim 
study number 3 has been actually out 
allowing us to move forward and to try 
to address some of the problems. 

I would ask my colleagues that we do 
not rush to judgment. This is a deci-
sion that will have an enormous effect 
on thousands of jobs and on commerce 
across the Great Lakes going actually 
down to the Mississippi River and into 
the gulf. Today when we’re talking 
about jobs and the economy, we have 
to look at how many things we can 
promote. 

I spent time in, actually, the locks. I 
have gone through the locks several 
times. I use them not only for rec-
reational use, but I have also seen the 
barges come through. This is a very ac-
tive lock, and it’s one that we need to 
make sure is alive and well. 

I do want to recognize that we have a 
problem with Asian carp. It’s not one 
that we want to ignore, and certainly 
please hear that I am not saying that 
we should ignore it. I think that we 
need to continue the studies. We need 
to be looking at alternative ways to 
try to prevent it from invading the 
Great Lakes. 

No one is going to be a greater pro-
ponent of the Great Lakes than I am, 
but this is an amendment that I ask 
my colleagues on both sides of the aisle 
to rise up and stand against. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. Chairman, 

I move to strike the last word. 
The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman is 

recognized for 5 minutes. 
Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. Chairman, 

I simply rise to concur with the last 
group of speakers who have indicated 
that they were in opposition to this 
amendment. 

I have worked with individuals in the 
State of Illinois for the last several 
years. My congressional district runs 
right along Lake Michigan, and we 
have had a tremendous amount of ef-
fort to try and resolve this problem. It 
has not been resolved. And I would 
plead for more time, more study, more 
opportunity to come up with a resolu-
tion that works for all of the Great 
Lakes area, not just for some to the 
detriment of others. I strongly oppose 
this amendment. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
Mr. PENCE. Mr. Chair, I move to 

strike the requisite number of words. 
The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 

from Indiana is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

Mr. PENCE. Mr. Chair, I do rise 
today in opposition to the amendment 
offered by my friend and colleague, Mr. 
CAMP, from Michigan. And let me say, 
I think I take a second chair to no one 
in my respect for the gentleman from 
Michigan. I respect his passion and his 

leadership on the Ways and Means 
Committee and his passion for the eco-
system known as the Great Lakes. I 
know it’s sincere and it’s real. And this 
problem is real. 

Anyone who has taken more than a 
passing glance at the issue of Asian 
carp recognizes that this is a serious 
but manageable threat to the Great 
Lakes region. It is one that deserves 
the continued attention of this Con-
gress and this administration and the 
States within the Great Lakes region. 

But that being said, I rise in opposi-
tion to the Camp amendment for the 
following reasons: 

Principally, because I believe that 
this amendment would have a dev-
astating effect on Hoosier jobs and the 
Ports of Indiana. 

The Camp amendment would prohibit 
the Army Corps of Engineers from op-
erating the navigation locks located in 
the city of Chicago. 

It is the only waterway in the Great 
Lakes system with access to the Mis-
sissippi River Basin. 

The separation of the Great Lakes 
from the Mississippi River will cost 
thousands of jobs and will cause great 
harm to many Hoosiers who manufac-
ture and grow our products. According 
to a study by the Ports of Indiana, 
commerce through the Chicago locks is 
responsible for $1.9 billion in economic 
activity and nearly 18,000 jobs in my 
home State. 

In addition to the economic damage 
this action will inflict, I would submit 
respectfully that there is no evidence 
that actually closing the locks will 
definitely keep the Asian carp out of 
the Great Lakes. The U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife found a year ago that there is 
no ‘‘combination of lock operation sce-
narios that experts believe would lower 
the risk of Asian carp establishing self- 
sustaining populations in Lake Michi-
gan.’’ 

In fact, according to the Asian Carp 
Working Group, there are dozens of al-
ternative methods fully to be explored. 
And Indiana is fully participating in 
the Federal Government-led effort to 
stop the Asian carp migration. Elec-
tronic barriers have shown promise. We 
need to continue energetically to work 
in that area. The gentlewoman from Il-
linois also outlined different areas. 

Let me say, while I urge my col-
leagues to oppose the Camp amend-
ment, allow me to use this moment to 
say that we will continue to lock arms 
with the gentleman from Michigan, 
with our neighbors in Michigan, our 
neighbors in Illinois to deal with what 
is a very, very real threat to the eco-
system, to commerce in the area, and 
to the enjoyment of the waterways in 
the area. 

Mr. CAMP. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. PENCE. I yield to the gentleman 

from Michigan. 
Mr. CAMP. I appreciate the gentle-

man’s words and also his commitment 
to try to work together to resolve this 
issue, and I appreciate the arguments 
he is making. But the concern on the 

economics argument is that the dam-
age to the Great Lakes, if this problem 
is not addressed, is irreversible and 
cannot be calculated. I can cite the sta-
tistics on the jobs and economic im-
pact, but the ecosystem, the damage to 
that cannot be remedied. 

The concern I have is this has really 
been a problem since 2006, when we 
worked to get the electronic barrier, 
which has not worked. And here and 
now we are, in 2011, saying let’s wait 
another 5 years for the Army Corps to 
complete their study, and the problem 
is more imminent than that. And I can-
not seem to get the administration to 
move on the immediacy of the threat 
to the system. 

I thank the gentleman for the time. 
Mr. PENCE. I was pleased to yield to 

the gentleman. 
Let me just say that the demonstra-

tion projects of the electronic fence 
began slightly before 2006. The fence 
and the studies are ongoing. 

Let me say, on behalf of other Hoo-
siers in that delegation, we’re not pa-
tient to wait 5 years for action. We will 
continue to work with the gentleman 
from Michigan to work, Mr. Chairman, 
on behalf of immediate action and con-
tinue to call on this administration. 
The economic impacts are devastating. 
The impact on the ecosystem broadly 
would be equally devastating, and so 
we join the gentleman from Michigan 
in calling for urgent action by this 
Congress and this administration. 

I just respectfully offer that both 
with regard to its economic impact and 
with regard to its questionable effec-
tiveness, that dealing with this from 
the standpoint of the locks and this 
continuing resolution is not the best 
approach. So I urge my colleagues to 
oppose the Camp amendment. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

b 1350 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. CAMP). 

The question was taken; and the Act-
ing Chair announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it. 

Mr. CAMP. Mr. Chairman, I demand 
a recorded vote. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Michigan will be 
postponed. 

AMENDMENT NO. 576 OFFERED BY MS. ESHOO 
Ms. ESHOO. Mr. Chairman, I have an 

amendment at the desk. 
The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 

designate the amendment. 
The text of the amendment is as fol-

lows: 
At the end of the bill (before the short 

title), insert the following: 
SEC. ll. None of the funds made available 

by this Act may be used to enter into any 
contract with a corporation or other busi-
ness entity that does not disclose its polit-
ical contributions. 

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. Chair-
man, I reserve a point of order on the 
gentlewoman’s amendment. 
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The Acting CHAIR. A point of order 

is reserved. 
The gentlewoman from California is 

recognized for 5 minutes. 
Ms. ESHOO. Mr. Chairman, one of 

the things I admire the most about our 
country is our commitment and our 
love for democracy. We were founded 
on the ideal that it is the people who 
choose their government. We believe in 
the principle of one person, one vote; 
not $10,000 or $100,000 a vote. We believe 
in the free exchange of ideas to be able 
to decide which candidates deserve our 
votes. 

But money, and lots of money, heaps 
of money from undisclosed sources, are 
having a corrosive influence on our po-
litical campaigns. Money distorts the 
voice of a particular point of view, 
making that voice seem louder, mak-
ing it seem more influential, or mak-
ing it seem more persuasive than it ac-
tually is. 

We don’t know who is saying what to 
whom. Is it Big Oil? Is it polluters? Is 
it the insurance industry? Is it the to-
bacco industry? All too often these dis-
torted views come from corporate in-
terests, and they try to undermine the 
public interest through campaign ex-
penditures. These corporate interests 
can buy elections by throwing hun-
dreds of thousands of dollars into a 
race for a particular candidate with at-
tack ads against another. 

Last year, sadly, the Supreme Court 
overturned landmark law and other 
centuries-old precedents aimed at lim-
iting the influence of corporations in 
our elections. Now, today, we have 
stealth organizations formed for the 
sole purpose of running attack ads, and 
the American people don’t have a clue 
who is footing the bills. The American 
people have a right to know who is try-
ing to influence them, and if corpora-
tions want to try to persuade voters 
about their point of view, then they 
should stand behind their words. 

Let voters judge the facts for them-
selves. Voters are smart. Let them 
make up their own minds on election 
day, as long as they have full and accu-
rate information about the interests 
that are at stake. 

So my amendment is a commonsense 
solution to a difficult political prob-
lem. It requires that any company that 
does business with the Federal Govern-
ment disclose their political contribu-
tions. Period. It is simple, it is clear, it 
is fair, and it is called disclosure. 

This amendment says if you are a 
Federal vendor receiving taxpayer dol-
lars, you are required to disclose how 
much you spend to influence the polit-
ical system. Why? Because with public 
funds come public responsibilities. My 
amendment honors the First Amend-
ment and it places no limitation on po-
litical speech. It simply requires trans-
parency. 

I yield back my time. 
Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I move 

to strike the last word. 
The Acting CHAIR. The gentlewoman 

from California is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
today to support the amendment pre-
sented by Congresswoman ESHOO on be-
half of the public’s interest, the peo-
ple’s interest, free elections, and a 
healthy, transparent, and open public 
discourse. 

More than one year ago, the Supreme 
Court opened the floodgates to unlim-
ited corporate spending, secret unlim-
ited corporate spending and influence 
over our campaigns and our public pol-
icy debates. In doing so in the Citizens 
United decision, they dealt a harsh 
blow to a fundamental principle of our 
democracy: That voters determine the 
outcome of elections, not moneyed spe-
cial interests. 

In response, with bipartisan support 
in this House of Representatives, the 
House passed the DISCLOSE Act to re-
quire corporations to stand by their 
ads, the same way candidates do, and 
to keep foreign-owned entities from 
playing any role in our elections. The 
measure included a provision to keep 
government contractors and TARP re-
cipients, beneficiaries of taxpayer sup-
port, out of our elections, preventing 
them from using taxpayer dollars for 
their own agendas. 

In the Senate, the Republicans 
blocked the DISCLOSE Act. Yet the 
value it represented, that sunlight is 
the best disinfectant, must remain a 
call to action for both parties in both 
Houses. 

Many of the new Members who are 
here campaigned on the principle that 
special interests play too big a role in 
our democracy. The American people 
have constantly called upon Congress 
to act in the people’s interest, not the 
special interest. 

Today, we have another opportunity, 
thanks to Congresswoman ESHOO, to 
answer the public’s call to action for 
transparency, for openness, for true 
Democratic elections. Thanks to Con-
gresswoman ESHOO, we are high-
lighting this critical challenge to our 
democracy through an amendment to 
ensure that taxpayer dollars are not di-
rected to Federal contractors who 
refuse to disclose their political ex-
penditures. 

No dollars in this act can be used to 
enter into a contract with any corpora-
tion or company which refuses to dis-
close its political expenditures. They 
could be using taxpayer dollars to 
weigh in in a secret unlimited way in 
campaigns. 

I know that some of you may not 
want to receive this message, but it is 
a message that the American people 
have delivered to us over and over 
again—that they do not want special 
interests with their secret unlimited 
expenditures dominating our elections, 
and therefore dominating public policy 
in this Congress. 

So I am grateful to Congresswoman 
ESHOO for highlighting this critical 
challenge to our democracy, again 
through an amendment to ensure that 
taxpayer dollars are not directed to 
Federal contractors who refuse to dis-

close their political expenditures. With 
this measure, we could take one step 
forward in the fight to restore fairness 
to our political process and preserve 
the integrity of our elections by dis-
closing the unlimited, secret, endless 
flow of corporate dollars into cam-
paigns. 

This Republican majority, many of 
you voted for the DISCLOSE Act as 
presented by Mr. VAN HOLLEN in the 
last session. I hope that you will 
choose again between putting the cor-
porate interest ahead, or choosing the 
public interest. It should not be a hard 
choice, but we will find out soon 
enough where you stand. 

I urge all of my colleagues to join 
Congresswoman ESHOO in continuing 
the fight for meaningful reform and to 
advance the cause of accountability in 
our campaigns. We owe it to the Amer-
ican people, we owe it to our Founders 
who invested so heavily in this democ-
racy, and we owe it to the future. 

With that, I yield back the balance of 
my time. 

b 1400 
Mr. ISRAEL. Mr. Chairman, I move 

to strike the last word. 
The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 

from New York is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

Mr. ISRAEL. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of this amendment by my dis-
tinguished colleague from California. 

This isn’t that complicated. It all 
gets down to the lesson that we all 
learned in grammar school: Honesty is 
the best policy. Not more complicated 
or not more complex than that. Hon-
esty is the best policy. 

There is not a Member of this Cham-
ber, Mr. Chairman, who doesn’t believe 
in the First Amendment. I believe in 
the First Amendment. I believe that in 
a democracy you can say almost any-
thing you want about almost anybody. 
You have the right to say what you 
want. But people have the right to 
know who is funding your message. 

When people turn on their television 
sets and they see a political commer-
cial making outlandish claims, they 
deserve to know whether that commer-
cial is being funded by a foreign-owned 
corporation. They deserve to know 
whether that commercial is being sup-
ported by a special interest group. 
They deserve to know when they’re 
watching a commercial about how evil 
a candidate is whether it is being fund-
ed by a special interest that is trying 
to defeat that particular candidate be-
cause that particular candidate sup-
ports the Environmental Protection 
Agency, supports clean air, supports 
clean water, and whether a special in-
terest is trying to defeat that can-
didate because they want to dismantle 
the EPA. They have the right to know 
when one of those commercials per-
meates our airwaves whether those 
commercials are being funded by a spe-
cial interest, for example, that wants 
to dismantle Federal inspections of 
meat because those Federal meat in-
spections are impinging on the bottom 
line of that particular special interest. 
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And so this is simply about the right 

to know. This is simply about uphold-
ing our right to say what we want 
when we want about whom we want but 
making sure that the American people, 
no matter what side of the aisle you’re 
on, understand who is behind that mes-
sage. This says that the American peo-
ple and the American taxpayers 
shouldn’t be unwittingly subsidizing 
dirty campaigns and secret donations. 
And that is why this amendment is so 
important, because the American peo-
ple and taxpayers have the right to 
know and because honesty is the best 
policy. 

With that, I yield back the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. Chair-
man, I continue to reserve my point of 
order. 

The Acting CHAIR. A point of order 
is reserved. 

Mr. ANDREWS. I move to strike the 
last word. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from New Jersey is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

(Mr. ANDREWS asked and was given 
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. Chairman, the 
issue raised by this amendment is to 
whom does this Congress belong; in 
whose interests are the Members of 
Congress working. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, every one of our 
constituents will draw a conclusion 
about that question based upon how we 
vote, what we do, and what we say. And 
every one of us will face the con-
sequences of that conclusion in the 
next election. One of the facts that I 
think every voter has a right to know 
is who is funding and supporting the 
campaigns of any one of us who seeks 
the honor of serving here. 

Whether you belong to the most pro-
gressive group on the Democratic side, 
the most libertarian group on the con-
servative side, whether you’re a mem-
ber of the tea party, whether you’re a 
member of a union or the Chamber of 
Commerce, I think every voter de-
serves and believes that they deserve 
the right to know who is funding the 
campaigns that bring people here. This 
is a basic matter of transparency and 
full disclosure. 

Frankly, Mr. Chairman, I think if 
we’re honest among ourselves, we know 
how much the American people despise 
the political ads that vandalize their 
television screens every fall. A lot of 
people I know turn the television off or 
turn the sound down because they’re so 
exhausted of hearing ridiculous per-
sonal dirty attacks by one side against 
the other. I would hope that some day 
the level of civility could rise to where 
we all stop that, but I think until we 
get to that day, people, at the very 
least, have the right to know who’s 
paying for it, from where is this money 
coming. 

Ms. ESHOO’s amendment is very sim-
ple, very plain, and should be supported 
by people of all ideological stripes. It 

says the public has a right to know 
where the money is coming from. And 
if you think a special interest group 
that promotes traditional energy sup-
plies—oil and gas—is a good thing, 
then you’ll be happy that they’re pay-
ing for commercials. And if you think 
like someone who’s running on a plat-
form promoting the woman’s right to 
choose, then you’ll be happy knowing 
that some of their money may have 
come from people who sympathize with 
that point of view. So irrespective of 
where you come out on substance, 
shouldn’t we all come out to a place to 
say the public has a right to know 
who’s funding these campaigns. 

So to whom does this Congress be-
long? Well, if we look at the legislation 
before us today, it certainly looks like 
it doesn’t belong to oncological nurses, 
because money for cancer research is 
being cut in this bill. It certainly 
doesn’t look like it belongs to police 
officers working the beats of America’s 
towns, because upwards of 15,000 police 
officers will be laid off as a result of 
this bill. It certainly doesn’t belong to 
America’s schoolteachers and guidance 
counselors, because under this bill up-
wards of 10,000 reading tutors and math 
coaches will lose their job under this 
bill. Seven thousand special education 
teachers under one version of this bill 
would lose their jobs. 

So if this Congress doesn’t belong to 
nurses, police officers, teachers, to 
whom does it belong? One of the an-
swers to that question would certainly 
come from answering the question: 
Who paid the bills to get the Members 
here? Who wrote the checks and who 
made the contributions? 

I hope that our friends would join us 
in supporting this amendment. I think 
it’s clear and simple. But if they don’t, 
maybe one of the reasons they don’t 
want to join us in supporting this 
amendment or even hearing this 
amendment is they don’t want the pub-
lic to know who wrote the checks, who 
paid the bills, and who paid the freight. 

Everyone should have the right to 
know who funded the campaigns that 
brought people here. It’s as simple as 
full disclosure. It makes great sense. 
And I urge a ‘‘yes’’ vote on Ms. ESHOO’s 
amendment. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
Mr. DANIEL E. LUNGREN of Cali-

fornia. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike 
the requisite number of words. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. DANIEL E. LUNGREN of Cali-
fornia. Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposi-
tion to this amendment. 

This is a continuation of the effort 
by the other side to undo the even-
handed approach that was utilized by 
the U.S. Supreme Court in their deci-
sion in Citizens United. In that case, 
the Supreme Court decided that the 
Fifth Amendment protections that you 
have for free speech are not in any way 
diminished by virtue of the fact that 
you say it not with a single voice but 
you join with others. 

Every response that we’ve heard from 
the other side has said, Well, we don’t 
like what the court did, so what we’re 
going to do is put certain requirements 
on those who are corporations but not 
the same requirements on those who 
are unions representing those who are 
employees of the Federal Government. 
And there is as much a conflict of in-
terest in that regard as there is on 
those corporations that have contracts 
with the Federal Government. 

So, once again, they’re trying to talk 
about how this action by the Supreme 
Court was unfair, it somehow requires 
that there is an unfairness involved, 
that our elections were taken over by 
corporations. Every study has shown 
that there were far more expressions of 
political thought in paid advertising by 
those on the left than those on the 
right in the last election, but we don’t 
hear about that. 

If they would bring forward some-
thing that would have equal treatment, 
maybe then we could take a look at it. 
But the fact of the matter is we have 
seen effort after effort. We can recall 
last year when they brought it to the 
floor, one of the things they wanted to 
do is not only have uneven treatment 
with respect to corporations and 
unions, but they were engaged in an 
auctioning off of First Amendment 
rights according to whether you were a 
favored or disfavored group. 

We saw organizations that were given 
special exemptions. The National Rifle 
Association was one of them. And there 
were those on the left. And if you had 
enough political sway, you got exempt-
ed from the disclosure requirements. 
And that really is the definition of 
‘‘Capitol cronyism,’’ where the govern-
ment decides who is favored and who is 
disfavored, and that the essence of the 
decision by the Supreme Court was the 
acknowledgment that the First 
Amendment has its most essential pro-
tection in speech, which is political 
speech. 

b 1410 

And if that be the case, we should 
tread very lightly where we require dis-
parate treatment between different 
groups, those favored and those which 
are disfavored. If there’s one thing the 
First Amendment stands for, it is that 
we treat everybody the same. And this 
again is in keeping with what we saw 
last year. Some people are more fa-
vored than the others, and when you’re 
talking about First Amendment rights 
and expressions of political thought, 
we should be very wary of it. And, by 
the way, nothing with the Supreme 
Court decision changed the prohibition 
against direct contributions to cam-
paigns by corporations. That has been, 
that continues to be, and will be a fel-
ony. And if people on the other side 
have evidence of that happening, they 
ought to give that information to the 
Justice Department and have people 
prosecuted. 
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So let’s at least talk about what the 

facts are and let’s remember the his-
tory of this effort on the other side of 
the aisle. 

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. I move to strike 
the last word. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Maryland is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Thank you, Mr. 
Chairman. 

We’ve heard a lot about the Supreme 
Court decision, Citizens United, and we 
may agree with that decision or dis-
agree with that decision. But the fact 
of the matter is that’s the law of the 
land. This amendment does not try to 
overturn that decision. This amend-
ment is perfectly consistent with that 
decision. It simply says that when you 
are spending the money, expending the 
money, you have to disclose to voters 
that you’re trying to influence their 
vote. It’s the right to know. 

Now because we are dealing with an 
appropriations bill, a government 
spending bill, we can’t address all of 
the entities out there in the country 
that may be trying to spend money to 
influence elections. 

Mr. DANIEL E. LUNGREN of Cali-
fornia. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Not at this mo-
ment. I’ve got my 5 minutes and I’m 
going to use them, but I thank you. 

What we’re saying in this bill is that 
if we’re really trying to save the tax-
payers some money, which we should 
all be trying to do, we should try to 
curb the influence of the special inter-
ests who spend a lot of money hiring 
lobbyists to influence us and spend 
money in campaigns trying to influ-
ence the outcome of elections. 

Now just in the last couple of days, 
we’ve had a lot of votes on some issues 
that could affect Federal Government 
contractors in a very big way. Just yes-
terday, we had a vote on something 
dealing with a big military contract. 
So here’s my question. That con-
tractor, the contractor that got tax-
payer money or the one that didn’t, 
could say, Look, I want to reward the 
folks that supported me. I’m going to 
run a bunch of TV ads in their cam-
paign supporting them; say thank you, 
I want to get you reelected. Or they 
may say to the folks who voted against 
that Federal Government contract, 
hey, I want to make sure that person 
doesn’t come back here because they 
may vote against my contract again, 
they may want to save the taxpayer 
some money, but we’re going to spend 
some of our money—a Federal con-
tractor, contractor getting taxpayer 
dollars—we’re going to spend some of 
our money to try and unelect that per-
son who voted against our contract. 

This amendment is really simple and 
it would have a direct impact on all the 
conversations we’re having. If you’re a 
Federal Government contractor, if 
you’re getting taxpayer money and you 
decide to run political advertisement 
in people’s campaign to try and reward 
those who supported you or punish 

those that didn’t, you at least have to 
disclose that information to the voters. 
You at least have to say who you are 
and how much you’re going to be 
spending. And it seems to me if we’re 
genuinely interested in saving tax-
payers’ dollars, which we all should be, 
we should give the taxpayer, whose dol-
lars are going to those contractors, the 
right to know whether those contrac-
tors are turning around and spending 
money in these elections. 

So if we’re ever going to really work 
to try and curb those interests, those 
special interests that work so hard to 
try and get special benefits out of the 
Federal Government, we should at the 
very least say, ‘‘Come clean with the 
taxpayers.’’ This is not an infringe-
ment in any way on free speech. They 
can still run an ad in anyone’s district 
and they can say whatever they want 
to the voters; no restrictions whatso-
ever. All we’re saying is when you do 
that, let the taxpayers know. After all, 
the taxpayers have helped provide the 
funds for your contract. At the very 
least, you should tell the taxpayer, the 
voter, who you are that’s spending 
money to try and influence the out-
come of an election. It seems to me 
that that’s the very least we can do to 
try and provide more accountability 
and more transparency. We keep hear-
ing from everybody, that’s what we 
want—more transparency. Okay, let’s 
let the voters know. Why wouldn’t you 
want to let the voters know? 

Mr. Chairman, let me just conclude 
by saying, this is a very simple amend-
ment. If you’re a Federal Government 
contractor, you’re getting taxpayer 
dollars, you decide to get engaged in 
the political process as is your right; 
and after the Citizens United, you can 
get directly involved expending money 
in those campaigns. You can do that 
and say what you want. Just tell the 
taxpayer who you are and what you’re 
spending to try and influence their 
vote. I hope that we will adopt this 
amendment, and I thank the gentle-
lady from California (Ms. ESHOO) for of-
fering it. 

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the last word. 

The Acting CHAIR. Does the gen-
tleman continue to reserve the point of 
order? 

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Yes, I do. 
The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 

from New Jersey is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. I yield to the 
gentleman from California. 

Mr. DANIEL E. LUNGREN of Cali-
fornia. I thank the gentleman for yield-
ing. 

I would just say this: At the core of 
the Supreme Court decision was a pro-
tection of the First Amendment right 
of political speech, and that it would 
not be lost because you joined with 
others. As a corollary of that, the court 
in the majority opinion written by Jus-
tice Kennedy talked about the fact 
that one of the real fears of the Found-
ing Fathers was the government acting 

in disparate ways; that is, treating dif-
ferent groups differently for a political 
reason. 

And so I just say, in the scenario by 
the gentleman from Maryland, one 
would force an obligation of disclosure 
on one group and not another. So that 
the defense contractors, he said, would 
if he funded a statement on television, 
but the union members who work for 
the defense contractor would not; or 
those who are Federal employees rep-
resented by unions would not. 

I guess what we’re saying here is we 
know that corporations influence elec-
tions, but it is absurd to assume that 
unions do. And if you believe that, then 
support this amendment. 

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. I yield back 
the balance of my time. 

Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California. 
Mr. Chairman, I move to strike the last 
word. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California. 
I thank the gentleman for reserving his 
point of order so that we can speak to 
this amendment offered by the gentle-
woman from California. 

I really believe that this is about 
transparency. I’m for widening that 
circle of transparency as much as we 
possibly can. This amendment speaks 
to a very important part of trying to 
gain transparency for the American 
people. You know, it’s a rather remark-
able process how we all get here. We 
engage in some form of politics that is 
straight out of the first Congress of the 
United States. It’s out of the first peo-
ple who ran for office here. We go to 
our neighbors and we go to our friends 
and we go to town councils and we talk 
to people and we ask them to support 
us. We go into their organizations and 
we ask them to support us. We tell 
them what we’re going to do, we tell 
them what we think, we tell them what 
we like and don’t like, maybe what we 
like about them and don’t like about 
them. But it’s a process of interchange. 
It’s a transparency of ideas. You’re 
held accountable for those ideas. And 
you raise money because you want to 
publicize your message further. You go 
to your friends, you go to organiza-
tions that support you, organizations 
you support, and you raise money to do 
this. And right now that’s essentially 
all disclosed. 

But what we’ve seen now in the last 
few years, and especially after this Su-
preme Court decision, is there’s two 
campaigns that are being run—you run 
one, the best you can under the rules 
we have; campaign contributions are 
all reported, and then an independent 
group comes in and they run a cam-
paign either for you or against you in 
your district. Your constituents may 
never know what even hit them. They 
may never know where it came from. It 
may only be about an issue that’s 
linked to you. It has nothing to do with 
disclosure. 

b 1420 
That’s their right now under the Su-

preme Court decision, but the question 
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really should be: Should those expendi-
tures be disclosed? Because very often 
we all know that one of the unpleasant 
things that happens to you in this busi-
ness, I guess unless you fund your cam-
paign out of your own pocket, is that 
you’ll cast a vote, and the newspaper 
will immediately go and say Congress-
woman ‘‘so and so’’ got a contribution 
from this entity on this side or from 
this person on this side of the argu-
ment or a contribution from this per-
son on the other side of the argument. 
It happens all the time. That’s disclo-
sure. That’s the price you pay—except 
for these expenditures. They may come 
from the very same side of that argu-
ment and will be completely invisible 
to the press, to your neighbors, to your 
constituents, and that should not be al-
lowed. The disclosure should be full 
and complete on people who spend 
money on behalf of these campaigns. 

You can’t have a situation where 
people move through the night, move 
with secret money—undisclosed 
money—and seek to influence the out-
come of the elections in this country. 
This isn’t Egypt where secret societies 
move through and create a party for 
the purpose of diverting votes from 
this party over here. This isn’t Russia 
where the oligarchs and the billion-
aires move around and create parties 
to defer one another and where people 
never see where the expenditures are 
coming from or if they’re speculated 
about. 

In this country, in a long, hard strug-
gle, one campaign has full disclosure— 
be you a working person or be you a 
corporate chief. Whatever the source of 
money is in your campaign it is dis-
closed. But now we have a shadow cam-
paign, and the shadow campaign 
threatens to dwarf what is taking place 
in the other campaigns. 

How many Members on both sides of 
the aisle know that they had a cam-
paign run? We’ve all listened to our 
friends on both sides about the inde-
pendent expenditures, about the undis-
closed money that came into the cam-
paign. Think how that turns the stom-
achs and the hearts and the minds of 
our constituents when they think that 
this was going on—an election where 
they in good faith maybe stood in line 
to vote and made sure they got in their 
absentee votes, and they might have 
asked the rest of the members of their 
families to vote. All of that was taken 
away by a tsunami of $6 million, $3 
million, $9 million, $12 million that 
just showed up on the doorstep of your 
district, all of it undisclosed, now gath-
ering the forces once again to get ready 
for the next cycle—people bragging 
about how much money they will have, 
people bragging about their involve-
ment, their success ratios—all of that 
to intimidate Members of Congress, to 
make people think about the vote; but 
they will never be held accountable for 
those actions. 

That’s what transparency is truly 
about. Transparency is as much for us 
as it is for our constituents, and it is 

important to our constituents because 
they do make judgments about us; they 
do make judgments about issues; they 
have expectations of us; they have 
hopes of us. It is only that information 
and that transparency that will let 
them act in a rational way on behalf of 
their votes—to protect their votes, the 
votes they just cast and the votes they 
anticipate casting in the future. 

We have an amendment here to rip 
away the $3 checkoff, which is a mod-
est effort by constituents to say, I 
want to make sure the elections are 
clean and transparent. Now we see that 
the undisclosed far exceeds anything 
that they can possibly do. 

I thank the gentleman again for re-
serving the point of order. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
Mr. PEARCE. Mr. Chairman, I move 

to strike the last word. 
The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 

from New Mexico is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. PEARCE. It is, indeed, inter-
esting to listen to the arguments that 
are coming on this particular amend-
ment, Mr. Chairman, as I have been on 
the receiving end for a third cycle in a 
row of about $1.5 million in ads that 
have been run against me by a group 
that is protected, by a group whose se-
crecy is protected under the DISCLOSE 
Act that was passed under the last Con-
gress. So the people who are here, pro-
claiming that transparency is the ulti-
mate aim of this legislation, them-
selves are protected through this legis-
lation of the last Congress, certain or-
ganizations if they fall within their pa-
rameters, which these groups do. 

So I do find it amazing that we are 
sitting here talking about the trans-
parency of some of the people who will 
enter into discussions of campaigns, 
but not all of them. We want some of 
those entire lists over there prohibited 
from disclosure. I find it refreshing to 
hear the comments about transparency 
and about the American system com-
ing from the floor of the House, which 
decided it did not want that trans-
parency for certain groups. I suspect 
those certain groups are still allowed 
to be fully clothed in secrecy even 
under the guise of this particular 
amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. Does the gen-
tleman from New Jersey continue to 
reserve his point of order? 

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. I do, Mr. 
Chairman. 

Ms. EDWARDS. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the last word. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentlewoman 
from Maryland is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

Ms. EDWARDS. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
today in support of this very modest 
amendment by Congresswoman ESHOO. 

In the words of the young people, 
‘‘This is a no-brainer.’’ This should be 
an easy call for Members on both sides 
of the aisle—people who believe in fair-
ness and democracy and transparency. 

It should be an easy call for us to say, 
You know what? We know that there 
may be Federal contractors out there 
who are getting billions of dollars in 
benefits from Federal contracts, but 
they should disclose the money that 
they are spending on campaigns. The 
American people expect that. 

I wasn’t a supporter of the decision 
in Citizens United v. Federal Election 
Commission, but that’s not what this is 
about, Mr. Chairman. This is not about 
a protected First Amendment right. 

I read the decision in Citizens United. 
What I took away from it is that, in 
fact, the one area in which the Con-
gress does have some authority is in 
regulating the disclosure of expendi-
tures in campaigns. The Court was 
very explicit about that. I know there 
have been a number of statements here 
on the floor that suggest otherwise, 
that suggest that this very fine and 
modest amendment would, in fact, im-
pede our constitutional rights, but 
that’s not what the Court said at all. 

What the Court said is that it’s im-
portant and that Congress has the au-
thority to regulate the disclosure of 
corporate expenditures on campaigns. 
This amendment does exactly that. It 
says, You know what? To play by the 
rules, these are the rules that we set. If 
you spend money on campaigns, the 
public has a right and interest in 
knowing what your interest is. 

So I am a strong supporter of this 
amendment. It is simple. Who funds 
campaigns? What is your special inter-
est, Mr. Chairman? 

At a minimum, government contrac-
tors who really stand to gain billions of 
dollars should disclose their interests 
in our campaigns. This is a simple 
question of democracy. Members can 
declare here today that either they are 
on the side of the public interest and 
will support this amendment or that 
they are on the side of secrecy and col-
lusion and will oppose the amendment. 

It is imperative that we really pre-
vent secret donations in our elections. 
We have eliminated the Presidential 
Election Campaign Fund, so much 
more unfettered spending will take 
place in Presidential campaigns. We 
can’t afford to continue to obstruct 
commonsense reforms that diminish 
the voices of the American people. I am 
not alone. Across this country, fully 80 
percent of the American public actu-
ally believes that the Citizens United 
decision was decided wrongly, but 
that’s not why we are here today. We 
will take that up at another time. 

We are here today, Mr. Chairman, to 
declare once and for all that there will 
be some of us—and I hope a majority of 
us—who will stand in support of the 
Eshoo amendment, which is on the side 
of fairness, on the side of democracy, 
on the side of transparency: on the side 
of the American people. We will declare 
here today with our vote that we stand 
for the public interest, and some will 
so shamefully declare that they stand 
for special interests. 
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With that, I urge us to stand on the 

side of public interest and in support of 
the Eshoo amendment. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
POINT OF ORDER 

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. Chair-
man, I make a point of order against 
the amendment because it proposes to 
change existing law and constitutes 
legislation in an appropriation bill and 
therefore violates clause 2 of rule XXI. 
The rule states in pertinent part: 

‘‘An amendment to a general appro-
priation bill shall not be in order if 
changing existing law.’’ 

The amendment requires a new deter-
mination. 

I ask for a ruling from the Chair. 
The Acting CHAIR. Does any Member 

wish to be heard on the point of order? 
If not, the Chair will rule. 

The Chair finds that this amendment 
includes language requiring a new de-
termination of whether certain polit-
ical contributions were disclosed, a de-
termination not required by existing 
law. 

The amendment therefore con-
stitutes legislation in violation of 
clause 2 of rule XXI. 

The point of order is sustained, and 
the amendment is not in order. 

b 1430 

AMENDMENT NO. 195 OFFERED BY MRS. LUMMIS 
Mrs. LUMMIS. Mr. Chairman, I have 

an amendment at the desk. 
The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 

designate the amendment. 
The text of the amendment is as fol-

lows: 
At the end of the bill (before the short 

title), insert the following: 
SEC. ll. None of the funds made available 

by this Act may be used for the payment of 
fees and other expenses under section 504 of 
title 5, United States Code, or section 2412(d) 
of title 28, United States Code. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentlewoman 
from Wyoming is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

Mrs. LUMMIS. Mr. Chairman, I want 
to thank the staff of this House of Rep-
resentatives. We adjourned this morn-
ing at 3:48 a.m. with a staff that dili-
gently stayed and worked these amend-
ments, the staff outside that provides 
security. It is an amazing effort by the 
people who serve this country as the 
staff members of the U.S. House of 
Representatives, and I want to take 
this opportunity to thank them for 
their outstanding service. 

Mr. Chairman, I’m here to propose an 
amendment and tell a story about 
laws, and it is ironic that these two 
proposals came up simultaneously. 

In 1980, a law was passed called the 
Equal Access to Justice Act, and it al-
lows Americans who are being chal-
lenged by the Federal Government to 
recover their legal fees if they success-
fully sue the Federal Government when 
the Federal Government has wronged 
them. It is a very fair law. 

The problem is, in 1995, the Federal 
Government quit keeping records on 
who is receiving payouts and how much 

under the Equal Access to Justice Act. 
Consequently, this law has been hi-
jacked by certain groups who use it to 
sue and recover judgments. For exam-
ple, there are 14 environmental groups 
that have recovered $37 million by fil-
ing 1,200 lawsuits for which they’ve re-
covered judgments and even legal fees 
under settlements with the Federal 
Government, thereby fueling the fire of 
suing the Federal Government over 
sometimes procedural issues. 

There’s a group at Virginia Tech Uni-
versity who, through the FOIA law, the 
Freedom of Information Act, has un-
covered how many abuses there are of 
this law and how many unintended 
consequences there are of the use of 
this law by certain groups, and we need 
to have a 6-month moratorium on ex-
penditures and payouts under EAJA so 
we can get information about who’s re-
ceiving this money, what the lawyers 
are being paid per hour, and who it’s 
going to, how many environmental 
groups are actually paying for their or-
ganization by routinely suing the Fed-
eral Government to stop certain activi-
ties on Federal lands. 

This is taxpayer money that’s being 
used for this purpose; and in light of 
my colleagues on the Democratic side 
of the aisle’s enthusiasm for sunshine, 
for full disclosure, for knowing where 
taxpayer dollars are going, I strongly 
encourage you to support my amend-
ment. 

Mr. MORAN. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the last word. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Virginia is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

Mr. MORAN. Mr. Chairman, equal ac-
cess to our Nation’s courts for all 
Americans is a hallmark of our democ-
racy and our system of justice. Pro-
viding attorneys’ fees to successful 
plaintiffs, which is what the Equal Ac-
cess to Justice Act does, ensures that 
the government is held accountable 
when it overreaches its power. These 
fees are only available when a party 
prevails on the merits of a lawsuit and 
only then after careful consideration 
by the presiding judge as to how de-
serving each plaintiff is. 

Attorneys’ fees are available to indi-
vidual citizens, local communities, 
small business, tribal entities, non-
profits, all regardless of where they 
stand on any particular issue. Pro-
viding attorneys’ fees ensures that 
powerless, less wealthy individuals who 
wouldn’t otherwise have a voice as a 
result of their not being wealthy or 
representing a corporate interest can 
nevertheless be heard by our govern-
ment, by our court system; otherwise, 
they wouldn’t have the means. 

We already suffer under a system 
where too often big money, as was dis-
cussed in the last amendment, crowds 
average people out of our political sys-
tem, squeezing them out of this polit-
ical process here on Capitol Hill. Now 
you want a system where big money 
squeezes average people out of the 
courthouse as well, out of our justice 
system? 

Awarding attorneys’ fees makes it 
possible for environmental groups—I 
acknowledge that—to bring court ac-
tions to protect our environment. I 
happen to think that’s a good thing, 
but it also allows small business own-
ers, farmers, ranchers, timber workers 
to ensure that their rights are pro-
tected as well when they believe that 
the Federal Government is in the 
wrong. It works both ways. 

This Republican zeal to target every 
program that protects natural re-
sources is just difficult to comprehend. 
You’re proposing an amendment that 
would slam the courthouse doors closed 
for any average citizen plaintiff, no 
matter where they fall on the political 
spectrum. 

Instead of finding practical solutions 
that protect the environment and cre-
ate jobs, this amendment would do 
nothing more than financially punish 
citizens who want and need, and de-
serve to have their voices heard. 

That’s why this amendment should 
be defeated. 

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Idaho is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. Chairman and 
members of the Committee, I rise in 
strong support of this legislation of-
fered by my good friend from Wyoming. 

It would be one thing if what the gen-
tleman from Virginia says were the 
case in reality. It’s not the case in re-
ality. I think that’s the reason that 
this law was passed, so that those peo-
ple, the powerless, less wealthy individ-
uals that the gentleman referred to, 
would have access to the courts. And 
the last thing we want to do is deny 
citizens their right to have a say in 
how, in this case, our public lands are 
managed. 

But it has become, frankly, a cottage 
industry: suing the Federal Govern-
ment, which is suing the people, and 
then asking the people to pay for your 
legal fees to do so. The Equal Access to 
Justice will allow those suing the Fed-
eral Government to be reimbursed for 
their legal costs even if they don’t pre-
vail on a majority of the counts. The 
implication that the gentleman just 
gave is that you have to win. They can 
be reimbursed even if they don’t pre-
vail on a majority of the counts. 

The law has been abused by several 
interest groups who have turned this 
into, as I said, a cottage industry and 
now sue the government on a regular 
basis. They fund their organization 
through this and that’s a problem. If 
somehow we could get it back to what 
the gentleman said it was, that would 
be one thing. So far we haven’t been 
able to do that. And, in fact, we had 
language in our last appropriations bill 
that didn’t make it to the floor, along 
with the other appropriations bill, that 
would have at least said why don’t we 
find out who’s getting this money. If 
I’m a farmer out there and I get pay-
ments under the farm program, every 
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citizen in this country has the right 
and ability to look it up and see who’s 
getting those farm payments. You 
know what, that doesn’t happen with 
who’s getting these fees, who’s being 
reimbursed by the Federal Govern-
ment. 

They’re supposed to keep track of 
that, but they don’t do that; but, in 
fact, when we asked the Secretary, 
does this come out of your budget or 
does it come out of the justice fund, 
who pays for this? Nobody really knew. 

b 1440 

And if it doesn’t come out of their 
own budget, what’s their incentive to 
do things the right way? 

Quite frankly, many of these law-
suits prevent the management of Fed-
eral lands for the benefit of the people. 
For example, holding up important for-
est-thinning projects and wildfire pre-
vention projects. This, as I said, has be-
come a cottage industry and needs to 
be reformed. This would prevent these 
fees from being paid during the term of 
this CR the next 7 months or however 
long it takes. 

Mr. MORAN. Will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. SIMPSON. I yield to my friend 
from Virginia. 

Mr. MORAN. I thank my very good 
friend from Idaho. 

Is it not the case that you only get 
fees on that part of the suit that you 
brought where you actually win? That 
you do have to prevail in order to get 
something in order to get reimbursed. 
And it’s only on where you prevail that 
you get any fee reimbursement. 

Mr. SIMPSON. That’s accurate. But 
you don’t have to prevail in the overall 
case. You could actually lose the case 
for what you are trying to do. It is the 
problem that good intentions have 
gone awry. And I will tell you that 
there are groups all across this country 
who have seen this as a way to fund 
their organizations, and we need to put 
a halt to it. Because what we’re doing 
is asking the people of this country to 
fund people to sue them. I don’t know 
who else does that. But on the other 
hand, I agree with the gentleman that 
we want those people that don’t have 
the ability or the resources to have a 
say in how public lands are managed, 
to have a say in that. But it has gone 
awry, and we need to put an end to it, 
and we need to reform the process. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
Mr. MARKEY. I move to strike the 

last word. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-

tleman from Massachusetts is recog-
nized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. MARKEY. This amendment is 
overbroad, to use a euphemistic term, 
in order to describe what its impact 
will be upon those who are the least 
powerful, and most agreed in terms of 
the impact in which the Federal Gov-
ernment has upon their lives as indi-
vidual citizens. 

Let me give you an idea of how broad 
the impact of this amendment is. If 

this amendment had been in place, 
would the citizens who had been unwit-
tingly turned into nuclear guinea pigs 
in the 1940s and 1950s during Federal 
Government-sponsored radiation ex-
periments using thousands of American 
citizens without their permission have 
been able to bring their lawsuits dec-
ades later in order to reclaim some 
small compensation for their families? 
Would they have been able to bring 
their suits against the Federal Govern-
ment? Who do you want to empower, 
the people who were the guinea pigs or 
the Federal Government? 

Would a widow who sued the Social 
Security Administration for refusing 
to provide the survivor’s benefits that 
she was still due, would she be able to 
sue? Or are the legal fees just so great 
that the widow just has to live without 
the benefits? Would those who live 
downwind from a nuclear test and suf-
fered cancer or other health effects, 
would they be able to sue? They’ve 
only found out years later what the im-
pact is on them. How can they possibly 
afford the legal fees to take on the Fed-
eral Government? 

Would the atomic veteran deployed 
at the test site during the atmospheric 
nuclear testing of the 1950s ever have 
been able to afford to bring their case 
to court? Would those people all across 
Nevada, Arizona, Utah, those States 
out West where these poor victims only 
found out later, how could they have 
ever afforded to have brought a lawsuit 
if they are not going to know that 
their legal fees would be covered when 
they win? 

Would government whistleblowers be 
able to bring a case in response to re-
taliation by their supervisors? How can 
they sue the government? It’s this lone 
individual against the Federal Govern-
ment. We should be empowering these 
individuals against the Federal Gov-
ernment when it acts in an imperious, 
arbitrary, capricious way that ruins 
people’s lives. Would citizens harmed 
by a contamination at a Superfund site 
at a military base in their neighbor-
hood be able to sue the Federal Govern-
ment because of the harm that has now 
gone into their neighborhoods? Or 
should we just say, Sorry, you are out 
of luck. The Federal Government did it 
to you. They did it to you in your 
neighborhood. You don’t have the ca-
pacity because you are just some poor 
citizen living accidentally near a mili-
tary base. 

What would the black farmers who 
were discriminated against for decades 
by the Agriculture Department have 
been able to do in terms of bringing a 
lawsuit? They couldn’t have done it. 
Those poor black farmers took a gen-
eration. Who funds that? How do they 
take on the Federal Government which 
had a policy of discrimination for 200 
years against black farmers? How do 
they do it? You are defunding all of 
those lawsuits with this one amend-
ment. What would have been the im-
pact on Native Americans who trusted 
the government to protect their inter-

ests and natural resources and instead 
were ripped off? How do those Native 
Americans bring their case? 

All of these things are now basically 
undermined by the amendment that we 
are now considering. That is this im-
pact that is being visited upon all of 
these victims and all future victims, 
all actions by the Federal Government 
of the United States of America. This 
is where you get to show what your at-
titude is towards the Federal Govern-
ment when they are acting in a way 
which does direct harm to the health, 
the well-being, and the safety of ordi-
nary Americans in our country. 

I will read the amendment. ‘‘None of 
the funds made available by this Act 
may be used for the payment of fees 
and other expenses under section 504 of 
title 5’’ of the U.S. Code. So this covers 
every suit that could be brought by any 
citizen against any Federal agency of 
the United States Government. I don’t 
know how you can side with the Fed-
eral Government against ordinary citi-
zens and their right to sue, especially 
those who have been harmed the most 
seriously. 

So I urge a very strong ‘‘no’’ by every 
Member of Congress who really does 
believe that the Federal Government 
has to be put in its place when they 
harm ordinary citizens. 

Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California. 
I move to strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, Members of the 
House, I think Mr. MARKEY has it 
about right. You have to kind of decide 
where you’re going to stand. Lawsuits 
are brought every day that infuriate us 
in one way or another, depending upon 
where you stand and what you think 
about that issue or what you know 
about that issue. But the idea that we 
would take this right away from the 
American people to go up against the 
government when the government 
every day makes a series of decisions— 
not all of them are perfect. Many of 
them are wrong-headed. Many of them 
had repercussions that they hadn’t 
thought through when they made the 
decision. Those are the challenges that 
go on every day, whether it’s in OSHA 
or the EPA or the Department of 
Labor, the Department of Interior. And 
many decisions that are made up-
stream have a lot of ramifications 
downstream. 

Let’s not pretend that every Forest 
Service sale is perfectly configured and 
thought about the externalities, the 
impacts on grazers, the impacts on 
farmers downstream, the impacts on 
the streams, the sedimentation, the 
impact on the fisheries. We live with 
that in California all the time. The 
salmon don’t have a lawyer. But the 
harm to the fisheries, the harm to the 
small fishermen, to the small boat 
owners, the people who go out and 
brave their lives in the Pacific Ocean. 
When the Federal Government makes 
decisions about water flows and the 
Federal Government makes decisions 
about timber sales and when the Fed-
eral Government makes decisions 
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about construction on the dam, they 
have a right to be heard. But this isn’t 
true if they were Taxpayers For Jus-
tice who argue about whether or not 
the royalties are fair and returned to 
the taxpayers, whether or not the Fed-
eral Government issued the permits in 
the right way. You think it’s a right 
that somebody else has that maybe you 
don’t like until you think you might 
want to exercise it. 

This is a magnificent tool. I have no 
problem with the gentleman from 
Idaho who talked in terms of disclosure 
and accounting and transparency. That 
should all be there. I don’t know why 
the Department stopped listing this, 
but they should have never done it. 
And I would assume in other agencies, 
they should disclose what the payouts 
are because it’s a measure of the man-
agement, to some extent. This isn’t 
just funding your organization to keep 
going to court; it’s also a measure of 
the management. You know, it’s like a 
business. If you keep paying out a lot, 
your insurance company says, Maybe 
we ought to change the operations. 
Maybe we ought to change the way you 
are thinking here. Something’s wrong 
when you have these payouts. 

You can argue that this is one of the 
metrics of performance of a govern-
mental agency. If they keep losing the 
lawsuits, you might want to think that 
you’ve got to have somebody else run-
ning the show. 

b 1450 

So I would hope that we would reject 
this amendment and understand that 
it’s a much broader dissipation of citi-
zens’ rights to confront the govern-
ment when the government may very 
well be wrong. And again, the pay-out 
comes only when you—you have to pre-
vail on those measures. And on those 
measures where the court found that 
the government was wrong, you’re en-
titled to recover your costs and your 
expenditures. 

So I think this is very fair. It’s 
worked for many, many years; and it’s 
protected a lot of citizens of this coun-
try against arbitrary and capricious 
actions by the Federal Government. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
Mr. BISHOP of Utah. Mr. Chairman, 

I move to strike the last word. 
The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman is 

recognized for 5 minutes. 
Mr. BISHOP of Utah. Now, we have 

heard a lot about this particular fund 
and the difficulty it has and some exag-
gerations as to where it actually goes, 
what it actually does. 

The problem is severalfold, one of 
which is that since 1994 there has been 
no clearinghouse of information. We do 
not know what has been funded. We do 
not know what has been used. We do 
not know what has been abused. And 
repeated requests to try and find that 
information have fallen on deaf ears. 

In this CR, which is for a limited 
time, this particular provision would, 
once again, as I heard other people say-
ing yesterday, raise attention to this 

issue and give someone a reason to ac-
tually give that information. 

It is estimated in the last 15 years 
there have been around 1,100 lawsuits, 
and that doesn’t even include adminis-
tratively brought actions that go be-
fore Interior Land Boards, and within 
the Forest Service. So all of those are 
part of the situation. 

I heard some great speeches about 
how this would hurt poor people. And 
he’s actually right, except you’re not 
looking at who are the poor people who 
are hurt with the current situation. 

Under the way this is administered 
correctly, any nonprofit, regardless of 
the amount of money they have, is eli-
gible for these funds. But a for-profit 
individual, these poor farmers you’re 
talking about, if they have over $7 mil-
lion in net worth, which means a farm-
er, a rancher who is land rich and cash 
poor, have several options. They can 
just sit out and hope something hap-
pens for them, or they can put money 
out of their own pocket to try and 
force their way into this particular sit-
uation. 

Let me tell you how this has been 
abused. I’ll go with one case that took 
place in Federal courts in Idaho in 
which there was a settlement. No one 
was right. No one was wrong. They 
came to an agreement. And yet, even 
though that settlement which rep-
resented no admission of fault on be-
half of the government or what it did, 
the environmental special interest law-
yers were given $43,000 in attorney fees 
under this proposal, under this pro-
gram. And we don’t know if that’s just 
the top, or the tip, of the iceberg or 
how far it particularly goes. 

This is simply an element that we 
have. We have an unfair balance of who 
is available to get these funds. We have 
an unfair balance of what happens if 
someone prevails, and we have an un-
fair balance if certain groups get paid 
with taxpayer money, even though 
they didn’t win the case, even though 
the government did nothing wrong. 

This system is broken; and this is a 
good amendment to say, all right, for 
the rest of the termination of the CR, 
we’re not going to spend any more 
funds in a system that does not work, 
and we’re going to demand some trans-
parency so we can make some changes. 
This halts spending only for a short pe-
riod of time till we can find out who 
was given what and what was spent 
from whom and to whom. And that’s 
the point of the amendment. I urge ev-
eryone to support it. 

I yield back. 
Mr. REHBERG. I move to strike the 

last word. 
The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 

from Montana is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

Mr. REHBERG. Mr. Chairman, I just 
want to real briefly say I was here 
when it was created. I was a congres-
sional staffer. And talk about the law 
of unintended consequences. I might 
point out the people from the other 
side of the aisle fought us on the cre-

ation of the Equal Access to Justice 
law. It was never intended to be used 
for the purposes it is currently being 
used for. 

So I guess I’d better apologize to the 
people of America for having been a 
supporter of Equal Access to Justice. 
And, in fact, as a staffer, I helped 
talked my Congressman that I worked 
for into it. I was his small business 
aide; his name was Congressman Ron 
Marlenee of Montana. I helped talk 
him into it because it made sense. It 
was supposed to give an opportunity 
for small business to be able to counter 
the lawsuits that were going to occur 
against them by the government com-
ing in oftentimes with frivolous regula-
tions. 

The other side has figured how to 
turn it into a jobs bill for trial lawyers. 
They very effectively, in the Endan-
gered Species Act and some of the 
other environmental acts, figured out 
how to use it to stop development 
within the United States. 

So, unfortunately, in about the early 
90s, we, as small business advocates, 
were the ones that helped push this 
through. The only group at that time 
that was exempt was the IRS. We 
wanted everybody to be under this law, 
giving the small businesses an oppor-
tunity to protect themselves. 

It has been twisted. They have done 
everything they possibly can to turn 
an industry into suing on behalf of peo-
ple and then making money off it. It 
never was intended for this purpose. 

We need to get back to its original 
purpose. It would be fun to go back and 
find out how some of the people that 
are talking about what a great law it is 
now, whether they were supporters at 
the time because, if I remember cor-
rectly as a young congressional staffer, 
a lot of the people that are supporting 
it today were our biggest opponents 
back in the early 80s when we wanted 
to create this on behalf of small busi-
ness. 

So I hope you will support the Con-
gresswoman’s amendment. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
Ms. MCCOLLUM. I move to strike the 

last word. 
The Acting CHAIR. The gentlewoman 

from Minnesota is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

Ms. MCCOLLUM. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts (Mr. MAR-
KEY). 

Mr. MARKEY. I rise just to make 
this very simple point so you all know 
what you’re doing. The law that this 
amendment wants to prevent funding 
for was a Ronald Reagan law. This is a 
law Ronald Reagan signed and put on 
the books, just so you understand. And 
of course the reason he put it on the 
books was that he sided with the little 
guy against the Federal Government. 
This is a way to make the Federal Gov-
ernment accountable. And recovery of 
attorneys’ fees and legal expenses is 
needed to ensure that the people can 
keep their own government account-
able when they, the smallest of the 
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small, are having the Federal Govern-
ment intrude itself into their lives and 
bringing tremendous harm to the 
health and well-being of the families in 
any particular community in our coun-
try. 

As of 2009, by the way, Social Secu-
rity and veterans cases make up the 
majority of Equal Access to Justice 
awards. So you’re going to be 
disempowering, for the most part, So-
cial Security and veterans cases that 
otherwise would not be able to be 
brought against the Federal Govern-
ment. And I just think that this is not 
well thought out. 

This is an across-the-board blun-
derbuss attack upon the rights of citi-
zens all across the country who other-
wise are just going to sit there in their 
home wondering what’s going on in 
Washington. If ever there was a tea 
party amendment that has to be made 
to counter what you’re doing, this is it. 
You guys are here representing Big 
Government against the essence, the 
heart, the soul of the tea party move-
ment, wondering how the Federal Gov-
ernment can get away with intruding 
themselves. And all we’re really pro-
viding here is minimal financial assist-
ance if they win. If they lose it’s a friv-
olous case. If they lose, the jury de-
cided against them. This is only if they 
win, if they put up their life savings to 
try to take on the Federal Government 
and they win because the Federal Gov-
ernment had compromised the rights of 
their family. 

So, I just want to let you all know, 
environmental cases amount to a very, 
very, very tiny fraction of all the cases 
that we’re talking about. We’re talking 
about, for the most part, ordinary fam-
ilies. And I understand why some peo-
ple might not want to give these people 
the right to sue, but you’re making a 
big mistake. It’s at the heart, it seems 
to me, of what the tea party movement 
was about, and voting for this will be a 
very difficult thing to explain. 

The Acting CHAIR (Mr. TERRY). The 
question is on the amendment offered 
by the gentlewoman from Wyoming 
(Mrs. LUMMIS). 

The question was taken; and the Act-
ing Chair announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it. 

Mr. MORAN. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand a recorded vote. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by 
the gentlewoman from Wyoming will 
be postponed. 

b 1500 

AMENDMENT NO. 222 OFFERED BY MS. LEE 

Ms. LEE. Mr. Chairman, I have an 
amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

At the end of the bill (before the short 
title), insert the following: 

SEC. ll. (a) None of the funds made avail-
able by division A of this Act may be used 

for any account of the Department of De-
fense (other than accounts excluded by sub-
section (b)) in excess of the amount made 
available for such account for fiscal year 
2010, unless the financial statements of the 
Department for fiscal year 2010 are validated 
as ready for audit within 180 days after the 
date of the enactment of this Act. 

(b) The following accounts are excluded 
from the prohibition in subsection (a): 

(1) Military personnel, reserve personnel, 
and National Guard personnel accounts of 
the Department of Defense. 

(2) The Defense Health Program account. 
(c) In this section, the term ‘‘validation’’, 

with respect to the auditability of financial 
statements, means a determination fol-
lowing an examination engagement that the 
financial statements comply with generally 
accepted accounting principles and applica-
ble laws and regulations and reflect reliable 
internal controls. 

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. Chair-
man, I reserve a point of order on the 
gentlewoman’s amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. A point of order 
is reserved. 

The gentlewoman from California is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Ms. LEE. Mr. Chairman, this is unbe-
lievable. But I rise today in support of 
my amendment. 

It really does hit at the heart of the 
issue of fiscal responsibility, discussed 
with such passion on the floor over the 
past few days. And for the life of me, I 
can’t figure out why a point of order 
would be called on this amendment. 
It’s short and to the point. 

If enacted, all it would do is freeze 
the Department of Defense programs at 
the fiscal 2010 level, unless the finan-
cial statements of the Department of 
Defense for fiscal year 2010 are vali-
dated as ready for audit within 6 
months of enactment of this act. 

This amendment would exempt mili-
tary personnel, Reserve personnel, and 
National Guard personnel accounts, as 
well as the defense health program ac-
count from this potential funding 
freeze. 

Let me take a moment and clarify 
what is expected of the Department of 
Defense in this amendment. 

My amendment would simply require 
a determination that the Department’s 
financial statements comply with gen-
erally accepted accounting principles, 
applicable laws, regulations, and that 
they reflect reliable internal controls. 
These are just basics if you are man-
aging a budget. 

Sadly, the Department of Defense In-
spector General and the GAO have doc-
umented time and time again the De-
partment’s inability to answer this 
basic question: Where are our defense 
dollars going? 

I would like to summarize just a few 
highlights from a 2009 Pentagon Inspec-
tor General’s report on the subject of 
DOD audit activities and financial con-
trols. 

The Department of Defense ‘‘ac-
knowledged that it does not meet ac-
counting standards for the financial re-
porting of public accounts payable be-
cause it lacks standard procedures for 
recording, reporting, and reconciling 

the amounts of the financial account-
ing and reporting systems.’’ 

We’re talking about a $700 billion 
budget. No standard procedures for re-
cording, reporting, and reconciling 
these amounts. 

The Department of Defense ‘‘con-
tinues to enter material amounts of 
unsupported accounting entries.’’ In 
other words, they are balancing the 
books with figures not tied to specific 
programs or expenditures. 

The Department of Defense audit 
trails ‘‘for estimated environmental li-
abilities are insufficient, and there is 
uncertainty regarding the accounting 
estimates used to calculate the re-
ported environmental liability.’’ 

And, lastly, ‘‘despite efforts and lim-
ited progress towards auditable finan-
cial statements, DOD still struggles 
with material control weaknesses that 
make the financial data unreliable.’’ 

Until these and any other weaknesses 
in this $700 billion budget are resolved, 
DOD will not be able to meet its goal of 
an unqualified audit. 

I anticipate that some of my col-
leagues may make the argument that 
DOD is making progress on this issue 
in response to congressional engage-
ment. They might reference language 
in recent Defense authorization bills 
requiring the DOD to develop and im-
plement plans to achieve auditability 
by September 2017. 

That is kind of hard to believe. We’re 
talking about taxpayer dollars; we’re 
talking about a huge deficit, a reces-
sion. We can’t even audit the Depart-
ment of Defense until 2017. It doesn’t 
make any sense. 

It’s unacceptable that we are still de-
veloping plans. Do you hear me? Devel-
oping plans for the Department of De-
fense? This is almost laughable. Devel-
oping plans for the Department of De-
fense to have its fiscal house in order 
until 6 years from now, 2017. It makes 
no sense. 

The problem is not newly discovered, 
and further delay is unacceptable given 
the enormous and increasing propor-
tion of Federal dollars going toward 
the defense budget. Even if we do freeze 
base Defense Department appropria-
tions at fiscal year 2010 levels, if we 
wait until 2017, Congress will watch 
more than $3 trillion—you hear me 
again?—three trillion taxpayer dollars 
will be allowed, once again, to go to a 
black hole at the Pentagon, with no 
oversight, no accountability, and no 
consequences. 

In the 1990s, Congress was promised 
these financial deficiencies would be 
solved by 1997. The timeline was de-
layed to 2007. That was in the early 
2000s. Is there any expectation that the 
2017 timeline will not be delayed with-
out Congress demonstrating a willing-
ness to hold the Defense Department 
accountable? Come on. 

I think that this should be a bipar-
tisan vote. We should look at this 
amendment. It should not be subject to 
a point of order. We have to have some 
fiscal responsibility in our defense 
fund. 
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POINT OF ORDER 

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. Chair-
man, I make a point of order against 
the amendment because it proposes to 
change the existing law and con-
stitutes legislation in the appropria-
tions bill. Therefore, it violates clause 
2 of rule XXI. 

The rule states, in pertinent part: An 
amendment to a general appropriation 
bill shall not be in order if changing ex-
isting law. 

The amendment imposes additional 
duties. I ask for a ruling from the 
Chair. 

The Acting CHAIR. Does any Member 
wish to be heard on the point of order? 

Ms. LEE. Mr. Chairman, on the point 
of order, when you talk about fiscal re-
sponsibility with the Defense Depart-
ment, taxpayers’ dollars, trillions and 
trillions of dollars that are 
unauditable, there should not be a 
point of order. 

These are our dollars, our constitu-
ents’ dollars. They deserve a vote to 
see who wants to make sure that there 
is some fiscal responsibility at the De-
partment of Defense. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Chair is pre-
pared to rule. 

The amendment contains a legisla-
tive condition on the availability of 
funds in the bill. As such, the amend-
ment violates clause 2 of rule XXI. 

The point of order is sustained. 
AMENDMENT NO. 211 OFFERED BY MS. 

WASSERMAN SCHULTZ 
Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Mr. 

Chairman, I have an amendment at the 
desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

At the end of the bill (before the short 
title), insert the following: 

SEC. ll. For ‘‘Department of Justice, Of-
fice of Justice Programs, Justice Assist-
ance’’ for an additional amount to amounts 
otherwise made available by this Act for car-
rying out title I of the PROTECT Our Chil-
dren Act of 2008, as authorized by section 107 
of such Act (Public Law 110-401), there is 
hereby appropriated, and the amount made 
available by this Act for ‘‘Department of 
Justice, Office of Justice Programs, Justice 
Assistance’’ is hereby reduced by, $30,000,000. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentlewoman 
from Florida is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Mr. 
Chairman, I rise to ask for my col-
leagues’ support of an amendment to 
protect our most vulnerable constitu-
ents, our children. 

This bipartisan amendment is a sim-
ple one. It says that child victims of 
sexual predators should not be forced 
to fight for funding scraps if deep cuts 
to the Department of Justice occur. 

This amendment fences off $30 mil-
lion within the Department of Justice’s 
Justice Assistance Account for child 
exploitation prevention and interdic-
tion. It ensures that, even in this time 
of painful budget cuts, that we will 
protect the most precious and vulner-
able among us. 

Over the last decade, child pornog-
raphy trafficking has exploded into a 
multi-billion-dollar global industry. 
The majority of both demand and sup-
ply is based in the United States and, 
sadly, most often involves parents or 
adults that the victim knows and 
trusts. 

Tragically, the demand for images of 
young children being sexually ex-
ploited, raped, and even tortured can 
only be supplied through the continued 
sexual abuse of more children. Lit-
erally, every image of child pornog-
raphy is a crime-scene photo. 

Several years ago, law enforcement 
informed Congress that it could iden-
tify hundreds of thousands of individ-
uals perpetrating child exploitation of-
fenses online, but admitted it was in-
vestigating fewer than 2 percent of 
these known individuals due to a lack 
of resources that left them out-
numbered and overwhelmed. 

The vast majority of these identifi-
able sexual predators remained at 
large, and their young victims beyond 
rescue. 

Congress and the President responded 
by passing and signing into law the 
PROTECT Our Children Act, which 
provides desperately needed resources 
for the vital Internet Crimes Against 
Children task forces. 

These task forces are teams of local, 
State, and Federal law enforcement 
agencies and prosecutors that lift the 
digital fingerprints, rescue the chil-
dren, and hold perpetrators account-
able. 

The ICAC task forces rescue child 
victims in real time, victims like 
Alicia Kozakiewicz, who was sexually 
assaulted at age 13 by a man who be-
friended her online and abducted her 
from her Pittsburgh home. She was 
rescued by the FBI and the Virginia 
ICAC task force. 

Now is not the time to pull the fund-
ing rug out from under these ICAC task 
forces. Congress is already funding this 
effort at only half of its authorization. 
Yet the law is making a difference. The 
Department of Justice recently re-
leased its ‘‘National Strategy’’ to com-
bat child exploitation, but it is only 
first getting up and running. Now is 
not the time to impose draconian fund-
ing cuts on the Department of Justice 
that could thwart this progress. 

I want to thank Congressman 
SHULER, Congressman LAMAR SMITH, 
and Congressman DAN LUNGREN for 
supporting me in this bipartisan effort. 
This important amendment will give 
State, local, and Federal law enforce-
ment the resources they need to pro-
tect our most vulnerable. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

b 1510 

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. Chair-
man, we are pleased to accept the 
amendment. 

Mr. DICKS. We accept the amend-
ment on our side. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen-

tlewoman from Florida (Ms. 
WASSERMAN SCHULTZ). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT NO. 165 OFFERED BY MR. CARTER 

Mr. CARTER. Mr. Chairman, I have 
an amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 
At the end of the bill (before the short 

title), insert the following: 
SEC. ll. None of the funds made available 

by this Act may be used to implement, ad-
minister, or enforce the rule entitled ‘‘Na-
tional Emission Standards for Hazardous Air 
Pollutants From the Portland Cement Manu-
facturing Industry and Standards of Per-
formance for Portland Cement Plants’’ pub-
lished by the Environmental Protection 
Agency on September 9, 2010 (75 Fed. Reg. 
54970 et seq.). 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Texas is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. CARTER. Mr. Chairman, the U.S. 
cement industry is among the most 
regulated in the world and has long 
served not only as a responsible stew-
ard of the environment, but as a pro-
vider of high-wage family jobs in com-
munities throughout this country. It 
competes against imported Asian ce-
ment, which has the advantage of low 
wages and nonexistent environmental 
regulations. Yet the EPA has plans to 
drop a bomb of job-killing, ineffective 
regulations on this industry which, by 
the EPA’s own admission, could result 
in an increase in global mercury pollu-
tion as production moves to those 
countries with no air quality stand-
ards. Specifically, in September of 2010, 
EPA finalized the Portland Cement Na-
tional Emissions Standards for Haz-
ardous Air Pollutants, NESHAP, a rule 
based on questionable science. 

The U.S. cement industry provides 
more than 15,000 high-wage jobs with 
an average compensation of $75,000 per 
year, and, along with allied industries, 
accounts for nearly $27.5 billion of the 
gross domestic product. Due to the re-
cession, the cement industry has al-
ready lost over 4,000 jobs. This bad rule 
threatens to close another 18 of the 97 
cement plants nationwide and throw 
another 1,800 Americans out of good- 
paying private sector jobs. 

Mr. Chairman, as bitter as this would 
be in the middle of a horrible recession, 
if it were to guarantee that it would re-
duce mercury pollution, at least this 
high human cost might be justified. 
But when the cement production from 
these plants is shifted to China and 
India with no air quality standards, we 
could face increased mercury pollution 
worldwide and in this country. 

Today, 75 percent of our annual mer-
cury deposits are already coming to 
the United States from outside this 
country. That is indicated by this map 
prepared by the Electric Power Re-
search Institute. 

If you look at this map very briefly, 
here is the regulation chart. Red is 
somewhere between a little under 80 
percent and 100 percent of the mercury. 
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If you look west of the Mississippi, in 
fact it actually crosses the Mississippi, 
all this area of red, that means the 
Asian pollution, Asian pollution, pol-
lutes the mercury in this part of the 
United States in a percentage between 
80 and 100 percent. 

Now, as you move across into the 
Midwest and the South, it is only be-
tween 60 and 78 percent that is pro-
vided by the winds bringing pollutants 
from Asian pollution. Of course, Flor-
ida is down here. It is in the red, so it 
is between 80 and 100 percent. 

It is only on the east coast that you 
get down in this range here, which is 20 
to a little over 55 percent, and the blue 
is below that, which is just a few dots 
over here on the east coast. 

So right now our mercury problem is 
not our problem; it is from outside the 
United States right now. And we are 
going to implement rules and regula-
tions dropped on this industry by the 
EPA, which is going to drive at least 18 
of these plants and possibly the vast 
majority of these plants offshore. 
Where are they going to go offshore? 
They are going to go to Asia. 

Right now we have ways to measure 
this and protect ourselves in our plants 
already in place, and most of the 
things that EPA is asking for are in 
place. But they changed the rules in 
the middle of the game. Therefore, we 
are asking that we do the right thing 
and force the EPA to sit back down at 
the table and draft a rule that actually 
reduces mercury pollution and saves 
U.S. jobs. 

This is important. This is a bad rule, 
and it is going to be bad for our envi-
ronment. And the best thing we can do 
is say time out on this by basically 
saying no funds will be spent on the en-
forcement of this. And we would hope 
that EPA would go back to the table, 
sit down with industry, and come up 
with a real solution for what they are 
trying to do. 

This is the purpose of my amend-
ment, and this is what this is all about. 

Mr. DICKS. Will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. CARTER. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Washington. 

Mr. DICKS. Is this for 1 year, or what 
is the timeframe? 

Mr. CARTER. Basically, I don’t have 
a timeframe in here. 

Mr. DICKS. So it is permanent law? 
Mr. CARTER. It is basically perma-

nent. 
But what we are saying is the real 

issue is the mercury issue and the hy-
drochloric acid issue, and those things 
have not even been discussed. 

Mr. MORAN. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the last word. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Virginia is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

Mr. MORAN. This amendment would 
attempt to put to an end a rule that, 
first of all, would increase revenues in 
the industry sectors that design, manu-
facture and install pollution control 
equipment by as much as $2.2 billion 

and increase employment in the ce-
ment industry by as much as 1,300 jobs. 
So, in effect, the amendment could be 
considered a job-killer amendment. 

But what it does is to prohibit EPA 
from implementing, administering or 
enforcing final rules to control air tox-
ins from the Portland cement industry. 

The standards for Portland cement 
kilns have already been promulgated. 
The amendment would not relieve the 
industry of the obligation to meet 
these standards. Even though the agen-
cy would be precluded from spending 
funds to enforce the standards, citizens 
or States could bring enforcement ac-
tions against these sources of pollution 
that didn’t comply with the standards. 

This amendment would also prevent 
EPA from providing technical assist-
ance to such sources of pollution to as-
sist them in understanding and com-
plying with the rule or to the States to 
assist the States in enforcing the rule. 

The compliance date is 2013, so the 
regulated industry sources are now in 
the process of evaluating control equip-
ment needs and preparing to order 
large amounts of equipment in order to 
be in compliance. Lack of EPA assist-
ance and oversight at this critical time 
may ultimately result in a number of 
facilities not being prepared to comply 
on the compliance date. This in turn 
could result in numerous enforcement 
actions and citizen lawsuits, all of 
which would ultimately result in sig-
nificant costs that would have to be 
borne by the States and regulated 
sources which this amendment would 
make avoidable. 

These funding limitations to stop 
EPA rules really have unintended con-
sequences. They don’t stop the legal re-
quirements to regulate polluters. They 
really do, though, contribute to the 
pockets of lawyers that would litigate 
these issues out in the courtrooms. 

It seems to me that we should defeat 
what is really an unnecessarily costly 
amendment and an ill-advised and ill- 
timed one. So I would urge defeat of 
this amendment, Mr. Chairman. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
Mrs. MILLER of Michigan. Mr. 

Chairman, I move to strike the req-
uisite number of words. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentlewoman 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mrs. MILLER of Michigan. Mr. 
Chairman, in advance of last fall, the 
election last fall, the Republican Con-
ference presented a governing docu-
ment called the Pledge to America, 
which put forward our ideas on how we 
intended to deal with the 
unsustainable level of deficit spending 
that has created a crippling debt being 
forced upon our children, our grand-
children and future generations. 

The American people agreed with us 
and entrusted the Republican Party 
with a new majority here in the House 
in order to carry out what we put for-
ward. In that pledge we promised that 
we would cut $100 billion from the fis-
cal year 2011 budget, and with the pas-
sage of this legislation, the underlying 

legislation, which I support, we will 
have kept that promise. 

Unfortunately, President Obama did 
not seem to get that message, as he has 
threatened to veto this legislation. 
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The President remains committed to 
an agenda that calls for ever-higher 
spending, higher taxes, trillion-dollar 
deficits, huge debt, and a government 
that is out of control. The President 
presented his budget to the Congress 
this past Monday and patted himself on 
the back by saying that his budget, Mr. 
Chairman, reduces the deficit over the 
next 10 years by about a trillion dol-
lars. But he said little of the fact that, 
according to his own math, more than 
$7 trillion would be added to our na-
tional debt. Today, our national debt is 
in excess of $14 trillion. At the end of 
the President’s 10-year budget window, 
it will be nearly $23 trillion. It’s clear 
that the President’s budget was not a 
governing document like the Pledge to 
America was. It was a political docu-
ment in which he refused to take on 
the tough challenges that we face in 
our Nation. 

In the Illinois State Senate, Presi-
dent Obama, then-State Senator 
Obama, voted ‘‘present’’ 130 times, re-
fusing to take a position on the various 
issues facing his State. In his irrespon-
sible budget on Monday, President 
Obama once again voted ‘‘present.’’ 

Mr. Chairman, President Obama 
needs to know with the many chal-
lenges facing our Nation, now is not 
the time to vote ‘‘present.’’ Now is the 
time to provide leadership. 

You don’t have to believe me that 
the President’s budget doesn’t provide 
the serious leadership that our Nation 
needs now. Just read The Washington 
Post. One of the President’s strongest 
supporters in the media said this about 
the Obama budget: ‘‘The President 
punted. Having been given the chance, 
the cover, and the push by the fiscal 
commission that he created to take the 
bold steps to raise revenue and curb en-
titlement spending, President Obama 
in his fiscal 2012 budget proposal chose 
instead to duck. To duck and to mask 
some of the ducking with the sort of 
budgetary gimmicks that he once de-
rided.’’ 

Well, Mr. Chairman, punting in foot-
ball is the equivalent of voting 
‘‘present’’ in politics. By once again 
voting ‘‘present,’’ the President refused 
the mantle of leadership at a time of 
fiscal crisis in our Nation. 

Mr. Chairman, we in the Republican 
Party will take that mantle and con-
tinue to put forward an agenda for 
America that gets our fiscal house in 
order and empowers the private sector 
to create new jobs. We listened to the 
American people, and they concede 
today our seriousness in dealing with 
the out-of-control spending problem 
that we have. In our budget we will 
show once again that we are serious 
about reducing these unsustainable 
deficits. 
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We understand, Mr. Chairman, that 

out-of-control government spending, 
borrowing, and debt limits the opportu-
nities available to our children and to 
our grandchildren to help them achieve 
the American Dream. We will continue 
to tackle these tough issues head on. If 
President Obama believes that his po-
litical supporters simply will attack 
all of our efforts to return this Nation 
to fiscal sanity, if he believes that by 
voting ‘‘present’’ and by taking a pass 
on the tough decisions that somehow 
he will gain political advantage, Mr. 
Chairman, I believe that the President 
has seriously underestimated the polit-
ical will of the American people and se-
riously misread the message from the 
last election. 

The American people, Mr. Chairman, 
understand that the status quo is not 
sustainable. They understand that we 
cannot build our economy on top of a 
mountain of debt. And the American 
people understand that it is simply un-
acceptable for the leader of our Nation 
at this time in our history to be voting 
‘‘present.’’ 

This week, the Members of the House 
are making the difficult choices on this 
continuing resolution which we have 
been debating this week. The Repub-
lican majority will be presenting our 
budget in the near future—and we will 
not be voting ‘‘present.’’ 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
Mr. DENT. Mr. Chairman, I move to 

strike the last word. 
The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 

from Pennsylvania is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. DENT. Mr. Chairman, first, I 
want to say I rise in strong support of 
Judge CARTER’s amendment. It’s abso-
lutely necessary. Let me give you a few 
reasons why. 

First, I’m cochair of the Cement Cau-
cus along with Congressman MIKE ROSS 
of Arkansas. My district is one, if not 
the top, cement-producing district in 
America. This is a critical industry to 
our infrastructure and certainly to the 
people of our country. 

Nationally, the cement industry em-
ploys about 17,000 Americans. We’ve 
lost more than 4,000 jobs in this indus-
try since 2008. I am deeply concerned 
that EPA has failed to properly address 
the economic impact of this NESHAP 
rule. I’m extremely concerned about 
this for a variety of reasons. It seems 
to me in many respects this industry 
seems to be specifically under attack 
by the EPA. This rule is critically 
flawed. It cobbles together a range of 
different performance characteristics 
for different pollutants without deter-
mining if it is possible for any single 
cement plant to comply with all the 
standards simultaneously. 

Nobody has determined if anyone can 
comply with this rule. This means a lot 
to the people of my district. This rule 
is going to restrict our ability to re-
main competitive with foreign cement 
producers. Foreign imports currently 
make up about 20 percent of total U.S. 
cement sales. Most foreign operators 

basically are producers. They operate 
without anything close to the level of 
environmental standards currently in 
place in America. While the EPA is 
trying to limit cement production with 
this ill-advised, job-destroying regula-
tion, the Obama administration stim-
ulus is providing financing to build a 
cement importation terminal in New 
York City. Stimulus dollars are being 
used to fund a cement importation ter-
minal in New York City. The cement 
that’s produced in my region supplies 
the New York market. It’s the equiva-
lent of one full plant. Why are we sub-
sidizing foreign producers of cement 
with our stimulus dollars? It makes no 
sense. 

So the Federal Government on the 
one hand is enabling foreign producers 
and on the other hand it’s using the 
EPA to further cripple the domestic in-
dustry, which was flat on its back in 
2010 and this year in 2011 is going to be 
even worse. We need a viable infra-
structure, we need a viable cement in 
America. This amendment I think in 
an effective manner addresses this 
problem. 

Somebody at EPA is going to have to 
answer for this because I know my con-
stituents were enormously offended 
that the Federal Government would be 
doing so much to undermine this indus-
try on the one hand through a stimulus 
and then on the other hand using EPA 
to further limit their ability to oper-
ate. 

Again, this rule could force, we esti-
mate, as many as 18 to 90 cement 
plants to end operations. Others will be 
forced to dramatically reduce those op-
erations. So, again, I urge everybody in 
this Chamber, everybody who’s listen-
ing, paying attention, please support 
Judge CARTER’s amendment. It’s im-
portant for American jobs and Amer-
ican infrastructure. 

Mr. CARTER. Will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. DENT. I am happy to yield to the 
gentleman from Texas. 

Mr. CARTER. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

I would like to address for a moment 
some of the things that were said by 
my friends on the other side of the 
aisle. It’s true that there may be 1,300 
new jobs, as he quoted. But 1,300 new 
inspectors are not jobs in the cement 
industry. The cost of doing the conver-
sion, according to the industry spokes-
man, is about $3.5 billion industrywide, 
and even then they’re not sure they’re 
meeting all standards that are being 
required by EPA. 

One for-instance in this requirement 
of EPA is, hydrochloric acid has never 
been considered a problem by EPA, and 
all of a sudden there’s a regulation on 
hydrochloric acid. This is an almost $4 
billion cost to an industry whose total 
net worth is approximately $10 billion. 
That is a tremendous, tremendous bur-
den to place on this industry. 

Quite honestly, what we’re trying to 
accomplish by this before this regula-
tion is actually implemented is to say, 

Time out. We’re not funding this until 
you get back to the table and start 
working out a reasonable way to save 
American jobs and not encourage for-
eign jobs to take jobs away from Amer-
ica. That’s what this does. And obvi-
ously with this thing that’s going on in 
the port in New York, that’s even more 
horrendous, that we are actually at-
tacking American jobs by our own ef-
forts. 

Mr. DENT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

Mr. WAXMAN. I move to strike the 
last word. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from California is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Chairman, I 
wanted to be recognized in opposition 
to this Carter amendment. This has 
nothing to do with saving costs. This 
has nothing to do with lowering the 
deficit. What this amendment would do 
is to stop EPA from going ahead and 
enforcing a rule that they put into 
place dealing with mercury toxic emis-
sions. 

It took them 10 years to get that rule 
in place. And why did they finally 
adopt a rule? Because mercury is a 
powerful neurotoxin that causes learn-
ing disabilities and developmental 
damage, especially in young children. 
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Every year an estimated 60,000 Amer-
ican newborn babies are threatened 
with a diminished ability to think and 
learn due to exposure to mercury pollu-
tion. 

Now we have to balance things out. 
We want to protect the cement manu-
facturers. We want them to be profit-
able. But if we’re going to let them 
continue with that mercury pollution, 
we’re going to have 60,000 kids that are 
going to be born with neurological 
problems. Are we a Congress that cares 
about life? Well, I think we want 
both—the industry to prosper and to 
stop the poisoning of our kids. 

So we asked the Environmental Pro-
tection Agency to adopt a rule. They 
met with the industry people. They put 
out a proposed rule. They got com-
ments to their rule. They finally put it 
into place. And now we would be asked 
under this amendment to stop it. As 
the gentleman from Texas suggests, go 
back and renegotiate. Well, there’s 
nothing to renegotiate. There’s no rule 
in place. The National Association of 
Clean Air Agencies wrote a letter, 
which I’m going to make part of the 
record at the appropriate time, and 
they said, Please oppose this amend-
ment. They said, While there will be 
costs associated with the implementa-
tion of the rules, the benefits will far 
outweigh them. EPA estimates that 
the regulations will yield $7 billion to 
$18 billion annually in benefits, which 
is enormous when compared to the es-
timated $350 million to $950 million in 
annual costs that EPA has calculated. 

If you want to do it by dollars and 
cents, this is a real good deal for the 
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American people. But if you want to do 
it for something even more impor-
tant—life of babies and children. We’re 
talking about keeping them from being 
poisoned. 

These standards that are being put in 
place will limit toxic mercury pollu-
tion from cement kilns, the third larg-
est source of mercury pollution in 
America. These standards will reduce 
mercury pollution from cement kilns 
by 92 percent. They also reduce other 
hazardous air pollutants, such as lead, 
arsenic, dioxins and benzene which are 
known to cause cancer, birth defects 
and other catastrophic health con-
sequences. Reducing these toxic chemi-
cals also reduces the fine particulate 
pollution, or soot, which interferes 
with heart and lung function and trig-
gers strokes, heart attacks and lung 
disease. 

The Carter amendment would stop 
all of these efforts to protect the public 
health. And the only reason we’ve 
heard is that they fear there’s going to 
be a cost to the cement industry. Yes, 
there will be. But that cost can be han-
dled. And we’ve always heard through-
out the debate on environmental laws 
that the costs are going to outweigh 
the benefits. A rigorous economic anal-
ysis was conducted and the economic 
analysis shows that the benefits of this 
regulation far outweighed the costs to 
the industry. Let’s not put corporate 
profits ahead of our children. I urge my 
colleagues not to agree to this amend-
ment. They’re common sense, they’ll 
save money, they’ll create jobs, and 
they’ll save lives. 

Let me just tell you further what 
EPA estimated what these standards 
will prevent. 

Up to 2,500 premature deaths; 1,000 
emergency room visits; 1,500 heart at-
tacks; 17,000 cases of aggravated asth-
ma; 32,000 cases of upper and lower res-
piratory symptoms. We’re talking 
about reducing health costs that could 
amount to $18 billion every year and I 
think that’s a great savings for the 
American people. I urge opposition to 
the Carter amendment. 

Mrs. EMERSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the last word. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentlewoman 
from Missouri is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

Mrs. EMERSON. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. DENT. Thank you. 
I just wanted to address a couple of 

issues about the EPA. I’ve tried to 
point out, very thoughtfully, that the 
EPA has failed really to properly ad-
dress the economic impact of this pro-
posed rule. It is critically flawed. 

Let me restate once again why this 
rule is so flawed. Because it does bring 
together, cobbles together, a range of 
different performance characteristics 
for different pollutants without deter-
mining if it is possible for any single 
cement plant to comply with these 
standards simultaneously. That is the 
problem. My distinguished colleague 
from California is making a point that 

there will be less emissions. That is 
true. Because there will be fewer 
plants. They will not be emitting any-
thing. We expect 18 plants that may be 
shuttered out of the 90 in this country; 
tremendous capital investment for an 
industry critical to our basic infra-
structure. 

These are high-paying jobs that we’re 
talking about. We can’t afford to lose 
that many more. That industry has be-
come much more efficient over the 
years. These plants today produce far 
more than numerous plants would have 
produced years ago. I just can’t empha-
size enough that as we are having this 
great debate about the nature of the 
economy and jobs, that we would be 
willfully using regulatory agencies 
that we know are going to cost thou-
sands of jobs in America, high-paying 
jobs. When is enough enough? I won’t 
get into the New York plant again, 
about how we’re using stimulus dollars 
to bring cement from Peru to New 
York to serve the market. They’re 
going to kill more jobs than they’re 
going to create with this importation 
terminal. 

I just can’t get over this. They’re 
bringing this cement here because they 
would prefer to have fewer cement 
trucks from Pennsylvania, and even 
upstate New York and Maryland sup-
plying New York, they would rather 
have fewer cement trucks on their 
roads. They would prefer to have huge 
ships coming in from Peru with cement 
rather than deal with the inconven-
ience of those cement trucks. 

My region takes a lot of garbage— 
trash, waste—from New York. We get 
garbage trucks every day in my dis-
trict, with New York garbage. We land-
fill it. We’re required to under the U.S. 
Constitution, under the interstate 
commerce clause. It’s been to the Su-
preme Court. We do that. We’re not 
shutting down our State line to them 
and that industry. 

The point is, it’s about cement. It’s 
about a basic industry. It’s about 
American jobs. Judge CARTER’s amend-
ment is the right thing. It’s the right 
thing to do. 

Mr. CARTER. Will the gentlelady 
yield? 

Mrs. EMERSON. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Texas. 

Mr. CARTER. I thank you for yield-
ing. 

I just want to point out what my 
friend from California was pointing 
out. Under the plan that’s before us 
from the EPA, we’re pretty well sure 
that 18 of our 90 plants are going to 
move offshore. So we get to add 18 
plants to the people who are polluting 
this area of the United States at an al-
most hundred percent pollutant, and 
good scientific evidence already tells 
us that 75 percent of the mercury pol-
lution, which is the argument the gen-
tleman made, is coming from outside 
the United States. Now we’re adding 18 
new plants to the 75 polluters and we’re 
taking 18 plants away from the 25 per-
cent side. To me, I wonder how that 

balances out to make good sense for 
those poor sick kids that he was talk-
ing about. We’re adding more pollution 
to the unregulated, full-scale polluters, 
and we’re harming and taking Amer-
ican jobs, the fathers and mothers of 
those very children he was talking 
about. They’re no longer going to have 
a job and somebody in China or India is 
going to have that job. And I think the 
American people are pretty fed up with 
us trying to constantly ship good 
American jobs overseas. 

I hear my friends talk about, we are 
outsourcing. This is a form of out-
sourcing by regulating us out of busi-
ness and sending those jobs over to 
where they open with open arms and no 
regulations and lower wages, come on 
in, make your cement, we’ll ship it 
back to the United States and use that 
New York terminal to bring it into the 
United States. 

I think we need to rethink this. All 
we’re asking is an implementation that 
doesn’t drive us out of the country. It’s 
that simple. It’s not that tough. 

Mr. WAXMAN. Will the gentlelady 
yield? 

Mrs. EMERSON. I yield to the gen-
tleman from California. 

Mr. WAXMAN. If some of the pollu-
tion is coming from offshore, from 
China, which is true, that’s no excuse 
for us to allow more pollution to come 
from the sources here in the United 
States. And simply asking businesses 
to lower their emission levels does not 
mean we push them to do business 
overseas. American businesses have 
thrived even with environmental regu-
lation. 

b 1540 

The Acting CHAIR. The time of the 
gentlewoman has expired. 

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the last word. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Massachusetts is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. MARKEY. What we are hearing 
this afternoon, Mr. Chairman, is a 
whole bunch of phony baloney numbers 
about how this is going to affect the 
cement industry, about how this is 
going to affect the concrete industry, 
when, in fact, industry after industry 
in the United States has been able to 
comply with rules which protect the 
public health and safety. 

First, let’s just define what we’re 
talking about and why American fami-
lies are concerned about what the Port-
land cement industry is doing: 

It is airborne mercury which settles 
in lakes and rivers. It accumulates in 
fish and shellfish. In its most dan-
gerous form, it is a neurotoxin that can 
lead to birth defects and stunted brain 
development. 

Since we are at the top of the food 
chain and doctors and dieticians across 
the country are urging families to eat 
more fish, we are simultaneously urg-
ing them, especially those with small 
children or who are women who may be 
pregnant, to consume these fish that 
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have the neurotoxins in them that we 
know lead directly to brain damage, 
that lead to harm in children in our 
country. 

So this is a concrete example of what 
the Republican majority is now trying 
to do. This is kind of a regulatory ear-
mark for a single industry, aimed at 
giving it the right to pollute, to send 
mercury into our atmosphere, and ulti-
mately into the bodies of the children 
of our country when we know that 
thousands of them are going to die 
from the consumption of that mercury 
and that thousands more will have an 
aggravation of asthma, which they al-
ready have. The same thing will be 
true for senior citizens. Yet they’re 
over here and are almost ignoring the 
health care impacts on families in our 
country. 

We have people all across the country 
who are now going through food stores, 
looking to find what the mercury 
count is in the food which they’re pur-
chasing for their families. Instead, 
what the majority wants to do here 
today is to put a pair of Portland ce-
ment shoes on the EPA and then throw 
it into the river. And if the EPA 
doesn’t die from drowning, the mercury 
is going to kill it. That’s ultimately 
what the impact is going to be of this 
amendment. 

So I understand, if I were a trade as-
sociation, that I would be arguing, You 
can’t impose any kind of restrictions 
upon us to protect the children of our 
country. It’s just too expensive. It’s 
too hard for us to do. The Chinese will 
take advantage of our protecting chil-
dren from having mercury put into 
their brains, into their systems. 

But do you want to know what? 
That’s not a good enough excuse for 
our country. Our country is supposed 
to be the leader in ensuring that the 
public health of our citizens is pro-
tected. What has been constructed here 
is a very careful balance which ensures 
that the industry can survive and 
thrive at the same time that it is pro-
tecting the health and safety of the 
children in our country. 

There are, by the way, many other 
people in the cement manufacturing 
industry who have contacted me, in-
cluding companies in my own district, 
who do not support this position. They 
say that it is actually quite within 
their power to be able to comply with 
these rules in terms of ensuring that 
mercury is reduced in the production of 
cement, of concrete in our country. 

So this is for the narrow number of 
small companies which are seeking to 
be exempted from having to participate 
in something that the vast majority of 
the industry can comply with. I do not 
believe that our country is going to 
sink to a level where the health and 
safety of the children in our country 
are going to be allowed to be com-
promised by amendments on this House 
floor on behalf of a single small indus-
try, without any scientific justification 
except the bleatings that come from 
those who do not want to comply, and 

knowing that the consequences will be 
the loss of thousands of lives and brain 
damage done to thousands of more who 
are children right now but who will be 
affected by the vote that we cast here 
today. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Chair-

man, I move to strike the requisite 
number of words. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. BARTON of Texas asked and 
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.) 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. I want to very 
quickly rise in strong support of Con-
gressman CARTER’s amendment. 

I have three cement plants in my dis-
trict in Midlothian, Texas. It is the ce-
ment capital of Texas. 

Mr. Chairman, Republicans are not 
for no regulation of mercury. We think 
this particular mercury rule is flawed. 
My good friend, the former chairman 
Mr. WAXMAN of California, talked 
about the rigorous analysis that was 
done. His definition of ‘‘rigorous’’ and 
my definition of ‘‘rigorous’’ are not one 
and the same. We think that analysis 
was fairly flawed. 

I would point out that most pollut-
ants—and we do agree that mercury is 
a pollutant—are measured in tons. 
Mercury emissions from these plants 
are measured in pounds per year, so 
mercury is a trace element of these 
pollutants. We think that we should go 
back and actually do a real economic 
analysis and also a health analysis. 

My good friend from Massachusetts 
was talking about the dangers of 
health. Those are real dangers. But 
again, given that the trace amounts of 
mercury that are emitted per year are 
in pounds, it is a very tenuous connec-
tion to say that the mercury from a ce-
ment plant has a direct correlation 
with some of the potential side effects 
that the gentleman from Massachu-
setts was talking about. 

So I think this is a good amendment, 
and I want to support it. 

I now yield to my good friend Mr. 
AKIN. I believe he has an amendment to 
the amendment. 

Mr. AKIN. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike the last word. 

The Acting CHAIR. Is the gentleman 
offering a secondary amendment? 

Mr. AKIN. I was intending to offer 
amendment No. 181, Mr. Chairman, but 
I decided to withdraw the amendment, 
and was going to simply speak on the 
subject. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Carter 
amendment is pending, and the gen-
tleman from Texas has yielded his 
time. 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Chair-
man, I ask unanimous consent to re-
claim my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Texas? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. BARTON of Texas. I yield to my 

good friend from Florida (Mr. DIAZ- 
BALART). 

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Just very brief-
ly, look. Come on. Let’s get real. 

Mr. Chairman, everybody supports 
protecting the environment. Every 
American supports protecting the envi-
ronment. We also support protecting 
the jobs of the people who live within 
that environment. Yet some of us don’t 
support arbitrary decisions that are 
made that are going to cost thousands 
of jobs and that are going to close 
plants. 

So, again, while there is a consensus 
in this body on protecting the environ-
ment, there does not seem to be, Mr. 
Chairman, a consensus on protecting 
the jobs of the American people, of 
those who are desperate for jobs. But 
without this amendment, we are going 
to lose more jobs. Let’s have some 
common sense. Let’s protect the envi-
ronment and protect American jobs. 

Mr. CARTER. Will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. I yield to the 
gentleman from Texas. 

Mr. CARTER. Having raised four 
children and being a person who cares 
about children, I was a little offended 
that I was being accused of wanting to 
harm children, which is not the pur-
pose of this. 

In fact, I would argue that between 75 
and 100 percent of the mercury pollut-
ants on two-thirds of the American 
continent, of the country of America, 
is coming from foreign sources. Of 
those who cannot meet these onerous 
requirements, the only solution they 
have in order to stay in business is to 
move to foreign countries, where they 
do not regulate air quality. I would 
argue, with this amendment, we are 
taking it away from the polluters and 
are saying, Wait a minute. Let’s look 
at this and talk it out. 

b 1550 

That’s really what we are trying to 
do, and so I would argue that I’m try-
ing to save the lives of American chil-
dren because the foreigners are pol-
luting our air, and 75 percent of those 
pollutants were created by foreign 
companies where the only choice for 
these people to stay in business is to 
move there. 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. I yield back 
my time. 

Mr. SERRANO. I move to strike the 
last word. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from New York is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

Mr. SERRANO. I yield to the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. WAXMAN). 

Mr. WAXMAN. I thank you for yield-
ing. 

I just am astounded by some of the 
things that are said in the House, that 
there has not been a careful analysis of 
this proposal and the harm that comes 
with these mercury pollutants, because 
the National Association of Clean Air 
Agencies, the people in your State that 
enforce the clean air laws, talked about 
regulation yielding $7 billion to $18 bil-
lion annually in benefits, which is 
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enormous when compared to the esti-
mated $350 million and $950 million in 
annual costs. 

Cement plants employ workers who 
also can get sick from all of this, but 
the American cement industry did us a 
report of their own on this; and in No-
vember of last year, analysis by the 
Portland Cement Association predicts 
that domestic cement production will 
increase more than 25 percent from to-
day’s levels by 2013 when these rules go 
into effect and more than 50 percent by 
2015. So they don’t think they’re going 
to be losing jobs under this proposal. 

My friend from Texas (Mr. BARTON) 
says, well, these are trace amounts. 
This is a very intense toxic substance. 
And he said there hasn’t been a vig-
orous analysis. Well, we’ve got num-
bers with the analysis that we’ve had. 
I don’t know what analysis the cement 
caucus has for us, but I think that Mr. 
MARKEY was correct when he stated 
this is an industry in certain areas that 
wants to avoid spending money to stop 
the pollution from their plants, and it 
is just not a good excuse to me to say 
that because some of the mercury 
comes from overseas and other places 
we should allow the mercury to con-
tinue right here in the United States. 

NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF 
CLEAN AIR AGENCIES, 

Washington, DC, February 17, 2011. 
DEAR REPRESENTATIVE: On behalf of the 

National Association of Clean Air Agencies 
(NACAA), we are writing to express our op-
position to Amendment No. 165 to H.R. 1 (in-
troduced by Rep. John Carter and expected 
to be considered on February 17, 2011), which 
would prohibit FY 2011 funds from being used 
to implement, administer or enforce the 
‘‘National Emission Standards for Hazardous 
Air Pollutants from the Portland Cement 
Manufacturing Industry and Standards of 
Performance for Portland Cement Plants.’’ 
The standards affected by this amendment 
were published on September 9, 2010 and are 
designed to reduce emissions of air pollut-
ants from Portland Cement Manufacturing 
facilities. NACAA is the association of air 
pollution control agencies in 51 states and 
territories and over 165 major metropolitan 
areas across the United States. 

The rules EPA adopted are not only con-
sistent with the provisions of the Clean Air 
Act, but are necessary to protect public 
health. Portland Cement manufacturing fa-
cilities emit mercury, hydrochloric acid, hy-
drocarbons, dioxins, sulfur dioxide, particu-
late matter, and other harmful pollutants, 
which are known or suspected to cause a 
host of significant health problems, includ-
ing cancer, and even death. These facilities 
are the third largest source in the United 
States of air emissions of mercury, which is 
a persistent, bioaccumulative and toxic air 
pollutant. Even very low emissions of this 
potent neurotoxicant can result in unaccept-
able impacts to the nation’s water bodies. To 
date, all 50 states have issued health 
advisories for fish consumption due to mer-
cury contamination, with the primary load-
ings being from atmospheric deposition. 

NACAA believes the controls contained in 
the regulations are essential and should be 
implemented. The rules will result in signifi-
cant and much-needed reductions in emis-
sions from cement kilns, including decreases 
of 92 percent in mercury, 83 percent in total 
hydrocarbons, 92 percent in particulate mat-
ter, 97 percent reduction in acid gases (e.g., 

hydrochloric acid), 78 percent in sulfur diox-
ide and 5 percent in nitrogen oxides, accord-
ing to EPA data. The agency also estimates 
that the cement kiln rules will prevent up to 
2,500 premature deaths each year and will 
avert a host of health problems, including 
cases of aggravated asthma, heart attacks, 
chronic bronchitis, and upper and lower res-
piratory symptoms. The reduced emissions 
from the rules will also result in fewer emer-
gency room visits, hospital admissions, lost 
work days and lost productivity. 

While there will be costs associated with 
the implementation of the rules, the benefits 
will far outweigh them. EPA estimates that 
the regulations will yield $7 billion to $18 bil-
lion annually in benefits, which is enormous 
when compared to the estimated $350 million 
to $950 million in annual costs that EPA has 
calculated. 

If the amendment is adopted, EPA will be 
unable to proceed with the implementation 
of this rule during this fiscal year. As it is, 
the rules for this source category are already 
several years overdue, during which time 
public health has suffered as a result of expo-
sure to unnecessarily high emissions. Fur-
ther delaying the public health protection 
from these rules would be detrimental to our 
nation’s residents. 

NACAA urges you to allow the NESHAPs 
and NSPS for Portland Cement plants to 
proceed as adopted and to provide the public 
with the cleaner and more healthful air it 
deserves. Please do not support Amendment 
No. 165 to H.R. 1. 

Thank you for your consideration. 
Sincerely, 

G. VINSON HELLWIG, 
Michigan Chair, 

NACAA Air Toxics Committee. 
Mr. BARTON of Texas. Will the gen-

tleman yield for a question? 
Mr. SERRANO. I yield to the gen-

tleman. 
Mr. BARTON of Texas. I thank my 

friend Congressman SERRANO. 
Would Mr. WAXMAN agree with me 

that, if you get one of these new 
squiggly mercury bulbs and break it, 
you’re going to be exposed to more 
mercury than the amount of mercury 
you’re exposed to from a cement plant? 

Mr. WAXMAN. Absolutely not. I 
don’t agree with that. 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. I think that’s 
a factually correct statement. 

Mr. WAXMAN. I don’t know enough 
to answer that question. 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Well, you 
might check it out because some of the 
benefits and some of the costs you talk 
about are not borne out in the real 
world when you do a real analysis. 

Mr. WAXMAN. I should trust your 
analysis more than the Environmental 
Protection Agency, OMB, the people in 
the air pollution control business? 

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas. 
Mr. Chair, I rise to oppose the Carter-Ross 
Amendment (#165) to H.R. 1, the Continuing 
Resolution. This amendment would stop the 
Environmental Protection Agency from imple-
menting and enforcing long-overdue safe-
guards that will protect our children from toxic 
air pollution generated by cement kilns. 

Cement kilns are the third-largest source of 
mercury pollution in America. Mercury is a 
dangerous chemical that impairs a child’s abil-
ity to learn, write, walk, talk and read. Mercury 
especially is a concern for women of child-
bearing age, unborn babies and young chil-
dren because studies have found that high 

levels of exposure damage the developing 
nervous system. Cement kilns also pump lead, 
arsenic and dioxins into the air, which can 
cause cancer, birth defects and other cata-
strophic health impacts. 

Last year, EPA finalized standards that will 
limit this toxic pollution from cement plants. 
These standards will prevent 2,500 premature 
deaths, 1,000 emergency room visits, 1,500 
heart attacks and 17,000 cases of aggravated 
asthma every year. We’ll achieve these health 
benefits while improving the economy because 
reduced pollution will allow people to do their 
jobs and go to work on 130,000 days they 
would have otherwise missed. We’ll reduce 
health care costs by up to $18 billion every 
year. The benefits of reducing this dangerous 
pollution are between seven and nineteen 
times greater than the costs. 

In fact, despite hyperbolic claims of eco-
nomic collapse, EPA estimates that as many 
as 1,300 net new jobs could be created as a 
result of these new protections. That is be-
cause cement plants will employ American 
workers in building, installing, operating and 
maintaining the equipment that will keep these 
dangerous toxins out of our children’s fragile 
bodies. 

The Carter amendment would overturn af-
fordable, commonsense protections that pro-
vide tremendous benefits at a reasonable 
cost. As a nurse, mother and grandmother, I 
urge my colleagues oppose this amendment 
and protect our children. 

Mr. SERRANO. Reclaiming my time, 
I yield back the balance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. CARTER). 

The question was taken; and the Act-
ing Chair announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it. 

Mr. MORAN. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand a recorded vote. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Texas will be post-
poned. 

Mr. AKIN. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike the last word. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Missouri is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

Mr. AKIN. Mr. Chairman, the amend-
ment that I was thinking I was going 
to offer, and actually we can’t, is on 
the Energy Independence and Security 
Act of 2007. It’s an interesting topic be-
cause we’re going back again once 
more to the subject of mercury; but, 
really, we’re going to a more basic sub-
ject than mercury, and that is the sub-
ject of freedom because this Energy 
Independence and Security Act of 2007 
is a de facto ban on the plain old 
lightbulb that Americans have known 
a long time. It’s the incandescent bulb. 

And this de facto ban essentially says 
that all the new lightbulbs have to be 
these mercury vapor fluorescent 
lightbulbs. And so the question that 
comes to my mind is, aside from the 
benefits of one type of lightbulb over 
another—and you could argue the bene-
fits, the mercury vapor lightbulb is a 
little more expensive but it saves en-
ergy, but the incandescent lightbulb 
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burns more energy. But it doesn’t have 
any mercury you’re bringing into your 
living room. 

But the point, though, is don’t we 
trust our constituents to pick the kind 
of lightbulb that they want? I’m just 
wondering if there’s anybody in this 
Chamber who wants to stand up and 
vote and say, I’m going to tell my con-
stituents what kind of lightbulb they 
ought to buy. I mean, lightbulbs are 
used in a lot of different contexts, a lot 
of different situations; and if people 
want one of those mercury vapor bulbs 
that’s got good efficiency, fine, let 
them buy one. But don’t tell them they 
can’t buy another kind of bulb that 
may meet their circumstances. 

And I think that’s the kind of arro-
gance that the public is really fed up 
with out of Congress is when we have 
this arrogant attitude that we’re going 
to tell people even what kind of 
lightbulb to buy. And so what my 
amendment was going to do was, of 
course, to strike this piece of legisla-
tion. Technically, we can’t do that on 
this appropriations bill so we have to 
wait for a different venue in order to do 
it. 

But I would conclude with the obser-
vation that for decade after decade in 
America the symbol of innovation and 
bright ideas was always the lightbulb, 
and unfortunately this bill is a bulb 
that just seems to barely get dim. 

AMENDMENT NO. 204 OFFERED BY MR. SCALISE 
Mr. SCALISE. Mr. Chairman, I have 

an amendment at the desk. 
The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 

designate the amendment. 
The text of the amendment is as fol-

lows: 
At the end of the bill (before the short 

title), insert the following: 
SEC. ll. None of the funds made available 

by this Act may be used to pay the salaries 
and expenses for the following positions and 
their offices: 

(1) Director, White House Office of Health 
Reform. 

(2) Assistant to the President for Energy 
and Climate Change. 

(3) Special Envoy for Climate Change. 
(4) Special Advisor for Green Jobs, Enter-

prise and Innovation, Council on Environ-
mental Quality. 

(5) Senior Advisor to the Secretary of the 
Treasury assigned to the Presidential Task 
Force on the Auto Industry and Senior Coun-
selor for Manufacturing Policy. 

(6) White House Director of Urban Affairs. 
(7) Special Envoy to oversee the closure of 

the Detention Center at Guantanamo Bay. 
(8) Special Master for TARP Executive 

Compensation, Department of the Treasury. 
(9) Associate General Counsel and Chief Di-

versity Officer, Federal Communications 
Commission. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Louisiana is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

Mr. SCALISE. Mr. Chairman, we’ve 
seen over the last 2 years under Presi-
dent Obama a very disturbing pro-
liferation of czars, these unappointed, 
unaccountable people who are literally 
running a shadow government, heading 
up these little fiefdoms that nobody 
can really seem to identify where they 
are, what they are doing. 

But we do know that they’re wielding 
vast amounts of power, many of them 
making six-figure salaries, and yet you 
can’t find out exactly what they’re 
doing. Yet you have got the separate 
Cabinet that’s actually appointed, goes 
through the scrutiny of Senate con-
firmation, which is the process that is 
supposed to be followed for the people 
who make these kinds of high-level de-
cisions. 

In fact, I support the ability of the 
President to organize his administra-
tion; and, of course, if you look at arti-
cle II, section 2 of the Constitution, it 
lays out the process for having these 
types of appointments, and it requires 
Senate confirmation. Yet you’ve got 
this shadow government that literally, 
completely avoided the transparency 
and the accountability of that Senate 
scrutiny. 

What we do in this amendment, 
which actually sacks these czars, we 
actually go through, and I’ll start with 
the ObamaCare czar. Of course, we had 
a vote here on the House floor to repeal 
ObamaCare, which I’m proud to have 
supported, hope we continue to see 
move through the Senate. But in the 
meantime, we just had a hearing the 
other day, over 900 companies have al-
ready gotten exemptions, went and I 
guess lined up at the White House and 
must have known somebody right over 
there and were able to get exempted 
from this law that the President says 
is so important, so great, going to 
solve all these problems, and yet 900 
companies have already been able to 
get secret exemptions. 

How have they done this? Who didn’t 
get an exemption? Of course, our local 
businesses on Main Street would love 
to get that exemption. They didn’t get 
that opportunity. We can’t even find 
out who got these exemptions. 

b 1600 

So we are getting rid of the 
ObamaCare czar. 

Let’s go to the climate czar. Of 
course you’ve got a person in there 
right now that supposedly is going to 
be leaving. This is a person who’s con-
tinued to do things behind closed 
doors. In fact, when the moratorium on 
drilling came out, it was found out 
that it was the climate czar that actu-
ally doctored the President’s own sci-
entific study to try to say that the sci-
entists that the President appointed 
recommended a moratorium on drill-
ing. It turned out the scientist didn’t 
say that at all. The White House actu-
ally had to apologize for the actions of 
the climate czar, for what they did. 
Again, behind closed doors, nobody can 
find out exactly what they are doing. 
So she’s leaving. Let her leave, and 
take the funding, too. 

The global warming czar. There’s ac-
tually a czar out there trying to still 
impose the cap-and-trade regime. Of 
course Congress has rejected cap-and- 
trade. We’ve seen study after study. In 
fact, Spain came up with a study that 
showed what happened when they tried 

to implement a cap-and-trade regime. 
What they found out was that for every 
green job that they created, they lost 
over 20 full-time jobs in the private 
sector. And they detail that out very 
well in their study about what that 
policy does. The National Association 
of Manufacturers said cap-and-trade 
would run over 3 million jobs out of 
this country. Yet we have got a global 
warming czar that’s running around 
out there with taxpayer money, pro-
moting a policy that would destroy 
jobs that this Congress doesn’t even 
support. 

Again, you have got the green job 
czar. The green job czar, they haven’t 
even filled the job of the green job czar 
since the last one resigned in disgrace. 
The last green job czar we had left in 
disgrace because he expressed com-
ments embracing communism and ac-
tually tried to blame the American 
Government for the September 11 at-
tacks. So of course that person left in 
disgrace. The job is still vacant. Let’s 
get rid of it. 

The Guantanamo closure czar we get 
rid of in this amendment. Guantanamo 
Bay—in fact, if you look at it, it’s esti-
mated that we have to spend over $200 
million to build another facility to 
hold them. Nobody wants them. New 
York said, We surely don’t want to try 
these terrorists on American soil right 
down the street from where the World 
Trade Center was attacked. And yet 
you’ve got a Guantanamo Bay closure 
czar when the President, himself, now 
has even backed off of closing Guanta-
namo Bay. I support him in that. We 
shouldn’t be closing Guantanamo Bay, 
but we surely shouldn’t have a czar 
that’s running around out there doing 
who knows what for closing down 
Guantanamo Bay. 

There is a fairness doctrine czar that 
we get rid of. A fairness doctrine czar 
that is trying to undermine the First 
Amendment right of talk radio hosts. 
You know, there may be some people 
on the other side that don’t like some 
things said on talk radio. That’s their 
prerogative. The beauty is you have 
got a First Amendment that dictates 
that, and you have a marketplace. 

So the bottom line is it’s time that 
we reestablish our responsibility as a 
legislative branch. Let’s get back to 
those constitutional principles, and 
let’s get rid of these czars. We 
shouldn’t have the government running 
car companies. We shouldn’t have the 
government running the shadow gov-
ernment, and we shouldn’t have all 
these czars. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
amendment. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
Mr. SERRANO. I move to strike the 

last word. 
The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 

from New York is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

Mr. SERRANO. I rise in strong oppo-
sition to this amendment. 

The so-called czars in the Obama ad-
ministration are basically exercising a 
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traditional function of the White House 
staff, which is advising the President, 
coordinating policy on complex issues 
that cut across Cabinet departments 
and Federal agencies. 

Let’s take a look at one example. 
One target of criticism has been the 
climate change czar. But what Cabinet 
Secretary or other agency head would 
otherwise have to lead on climate 
change issues? The administrator of 
EPA? The Secretary of Energy? The 
Secretary of the Interior? The Sec-
retary of State, because climate 
change is fundamentally an inter-
national issue? 

The fact is that all of these officials, 
and many more, have a role, and that’s 
why the President has designated a 
senior White House staff member to co-
ordinate activity and policymaking on 
climate changes. They do not have 
legal authority to take action. Rather, 
that final decisionmaking authority 
can only be exercised by heads of agen-
cies or other officials properly ap-
pointed and, in most cases, confirmed 
by the Senate. In modern times, there’s 
nothing unusual about the White 
House and its staff playing a leading 
role in policymaking, especially on 
issues important to the President. 

But let me touch on a subject now 
that some people may not want to 
touch on. Look, let’s be honest. This is 
not about czars. This is about the per-
son that lives in the White House. 
Today we’re going to see amendments 
that say we should not have repairs on 
the White House structure. Tonight 
we’re going to see an amendment that 
says—listen to this—that the President 
should not have, paid for by the tax-
payers, a teleprompter. Can you believe 
this? This may be the 6 o’clock na-
tional news. There’s an amendment up 
there about the teleprompter. 

So I’m going to give some folks on 
the other side, with all due respect and 
love and affection, some advice. When 
you look at the White House, think of 
it as the monument it is. Think of it as 
the structure where the President of 
any party lives. Don’t get hung up on 
the fact that he lives there. Notice I 
didn’t mention the name because I 
don’t want to upset you. Don’t get 
upset at who uses the teleprompter. 
Don’t get upset at whose plumbing 
needs repair in the White House for 50 
years. Make believe it’s the last Presi-
dent. Please repair the White House. 
Please allow him to have staff. Please 
allow him to be President. But don’t 
get hung up on the fact that ‘‘he’’ is 
the President, because I know that up-
sets you. You can’t accept the fact that 
‘‘he’’ is the President. So don’t let that 
bother you. Just concentrate on the 
issue. 

Mr. Chair, I think we should con-
centrate on the fact that the White 
House structure itself is a building we 
should keep in good shape. It falls 
under my subcommittee’s jurisdiction 
and Mrs. EMERSON’s chairmanship. We 
have a President who may at times use 
a teleprompter. Let him use it because 

if we get into that, then our staff may 
not be able to write notes for us in the 
future, because it’s the same thing. 

So, yeah, sometimes it may not be 
this President. It may be another. I 
wish I could mention his name right 
now, but I know it upsets the heck out 
of many people on that side. So don’t 
go after him, just do what needs to be 
done. 

This is a terrible amendment, and it 
should be defeated. 

Mrs. EMERSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the last word. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentlewoman 
from Missouri is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

Mrs. EMERSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
would love to allow my very close 
friend and colleague from New York to 
continue. However, I will say that I do 
agree with him—and we will discuss 
this later this evening—that, in fact, 
the White House is the White House, 
and it’s a historic building, and it 
should be cared for. But the issue at 
hand is the number of people not sub-
ject to Senate confirmation who work 
there. 

I want to rise in support of our col-
league from Louisiana’s amendment to 
address the issue of czars in this ad-
ministration, and I will admit that 
there were too many in several of the 
past administrations as well. And I 
also hope that the Oversight and Gov-
ernment Reform Committee will actu-
ally mark up the Scalise bill so that we 
can address this issue once and for all. 

I do know for a fact that, in spite of 
what my good friend from New York 
said, the health care czar who is no 
longer in that position—and that is 
why we have actually eliminated that 
position as well as the climate change 
position in the continuing resolution— 
I believe that several colleagues had 
set many, many meetings with the 
health care czar in the White House 
when that position was filled and that 
she was actually coordinating all of the 
work done on the current health care 
law. So the statement that these folks 
don’t have any power is absolutely not 
true, based on personal experience with 
the person who actually held that posi-
tion. 

I love the idea of getting rid of more 
of these czars. It will save us a lot of 
money. We have excellent people, even 
if we don’t agree with them, who are 
the heads of agencies and departments 
in the government. They should be al-
lowed to do their jobs themselves in-
stead of having interference from even 
more people. 

So with that, I support the amend-
ment from Mr. SCALISE. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. I move 

to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, being of an optimistic na-
ture, I look for silver linings. So I wel-
come the fact that my colleagues on 

the other side have decided to adopt 
gender-neutral language, because a lot 
of the czars would have been called cza-
rinas in the old days. 
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So I appreciate the fact that we’ve 

gotten beyond sex stereotyping of peo-
ple. 

Also, I guess they were in a little bit 
of a hurry. The gentlewoman from Mis-
souri has spoken, the gentleman from 
Louisiana, and they listed the czars 
they didn’t like. They overlooked one. 
Maybe it was hard to read. Here’s one 
of the ones they want to eliminate. By 
the way, you notice that many of the 
ones they want to eliminate have al-
ready been eliminated. They’re not 
there. So they are denying funding for 
nonexistent positions—climate change, 
healthcare. 

Mrs. EMERSON. Will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. I yield 
to the gentlewoman from Missouri. 

Mrs. EMERSON. But the money and 
the funds still exist; so we’re trying to 
save some money here. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Then 
rather than deal with it this way, I 
would have thought in the CR, you’re 
telling me that the Republican Appro-
priations Committee majority funded 
some nonexistent positions. 

I would have some advice, Mr. Chair-
man, for the gentlewoman. Next time, 
don’t do that and we won’t have this 
problem. 

But there are some positions that 
they did fund that they would defund 
that still exist. And I understand they 
were in a hurry; so they forgot to men-
tion all of them. They talked about cli-
mate change and they talked about 
health care. 

Here’s the one they forgot to men-
tion: The special master for TARP Ex-
ecutive Compensation, Department of 
the Treasury, that is the special mas-
ter, whose job it is to monitor exces-
sive compensation of those TARP re-
cipients who got special assistance and 
still owe the Federal Government 
money. 

So what they want to do is knock out 
the person whose job it is to monitor 
compensation at AIG and at General 
Motors and at Chrysler and at Ally. 

Mrs. EMERSON. Will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. I yield 
to the gentlewoman from Missouri. 

Mrs. EMERSON. I’m pleased to tell 
my good friend that that position is re-
moved from this legislation as well. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. I have 
an amendment which says special mas-
ter for TARP Executive Compensation, 
Department of the Treasury. So the 
amendment I have defunds and says 
you can’t pay—I want to make it clear. 
This is the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Louisiana. The one I 
got says, lines 18 and 19, Special Master 
for TARP Executive Compensation, De-
partment of the Treasury. 

Is the gentlewoman telling me I was 
given a defective copy? 
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I yield to the gentlewoman. 
Mrs. EMERSON. Yes. I must tell you, 

my good friend, that you must have re-
ceived a copy that perhaps missed a 
page. Do you have the diversity czar or 
the pay czar? 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. I re-
claim my time. 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 
Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. I have 

a parliamentary inquiry, Mr. Chair-
man. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
will state his inquiry. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. What’s 
the text of the amendment? This is the 
one we were given. Could I get a read-
ing of the text of the amendment, or 
could I get a copy of the amendment? 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
may ask unanimous consent for that. 

Mr. CARTER. Will the gentleman 
yield for a moment? 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. I yield 
to the gentleman from Texas. 

Excuse me. Does this have anything 
to do with cement? If you mention ce-
ment, I’m not yielding. 

Mr. CARTER. I promise not to men-
tion cement. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Then I 
yield. Because where I come from, ce-
ment was not good news for the people 
who were put into it. 

I yield to the gentleman. 
Mr. CARTER. I’m a little confused on 

your question and I may be able to 
clarify. 

If you’re asking the question are we 
attempting to defund that czar, we are. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Well, 
then reclaiming my time, and I ask 
unanimous consent that special debate 
time be allotted so the gentleman from 
Texas can debate the gentlewoman 
from Missouri because they seem to be 
undecided between them about it. 

So the question I have is, this amend-
ment, as it was presented, says you 
can’t pay the person whose job it is to 
stop excessive compensation at TARP 
recipients. Now, the gentlewoman from 
Missouri says it’s not in there, that 
I’ve got a bad copy. 

Okay, so it is in here. 
So this amendment would say to AIG 

and General Motors and Chrysler and 
Ally, the financial company, no one 
will now be supervising what you do. 
And even though you haven’t yet paid 
back the Federal Government, there 
will be no enforcement of restrictions 
on your bonuses, no enforcement of re-
strictions on your compensation. 

I should note, by the way, in the con-
demnation of these czar positions, one 
of the ones that’s now vacant that 
they’d bravely get rid of is the senior 
advisor on the auto industry. That’s 
one of the great successes of the Bush- 
Obama administration and transition. 

I would tell the gentlewoman that 
she should work it out with the gen-
tleman from Texas and then come up 
with a joint answer. But I want to 
make my other point. 

One of the czars they are com-
plaining about presided over a Bush- 

Obama transition policy that kept 
General Motors and Chrysler alive. We 
have auto industries flourishing in 
America and suppliers today. That was 
partly because of this position that’s 
now vacant that they want to get rid of 
retroactively. 

Please explain to me what it means 
when you say you were going to deny 
the funds for the special master for 
TARP. I will yield to whoever wants 
me to yield. The gentleman from Ken-
tucky. The gentlewoman from Mis-
souri. 

Mrs. EMERSON. Will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. I yield 
to the gentlewoman from Missouri. 

Mrs. EMERSON. I would just like to 
tell my friend that the Office of Finan-
cial Stability in the Department of the 
Treasury, which does oversee all of 
this, still remains and it is mandatory 
funding. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Re-
claiming my time, so now the third an-
swer I get is, yes, they do get rid of the 
special master. There’s an office there 
with nobody heading it. 

The Acting CHAIR. The time of the 
gentleman has expired. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. I 
would ask for an additional 2 minutes, 
having yielded so much of my time. 

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Reserving 
the right to object, we have tons and 
tons of amendments to go, ladies and 
gentlemen. I hope we can expeditiously 
move. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Well, I 
just asked for 2 minutes, having yield-
ed so much of my time. 

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. I with-
draw my reservation, Mr. Chairman. 

The Acting CHAIR. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Massachusetts? 

There was no objection. 
The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman is 

recognized for 2 additional minutes. 
Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. I ap-

preciate that. 
Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Will the 

gentleman yield briefly? 
Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. I yield 

to the gentleman. 
Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. To the 

czars, I say, ‘‘Nyet.’’ 
Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Well, I 

will leave to the gentleman to work 
out his Lenin fantasy, but I want to re-
iterate what this amendment now does. 

There is a special master, a high visi-
bility individual whose job it is to pre-
vent excessive compensation from 
those TARP recipients that are still 
out there: AIG, General Motors and 
Chrysler and Ally. This amendment 
strikes it. This amendment leaves us 
without a person of great responsi-
bility, and I think that—and, by the 
way, it’s only the top hundred employ-
ees, and there are two levels, 25 and 75. 

I cannot understand why Members 
would want to send this signal, because 
many of these positions are already va-
cant, that one of the positions that is 
not vacant is our effort to put limits 

on compensation bonuses and other ex-
cessive compensation for those entities 
that still owe the Federal Government 
money. And why our colleagues decide 
that that position should be abolished 
and a high-level individual charged 
with that responsibility should not be 
there is baffling to me. I cannot believe 
that that’s what people think the 
American people want; namely, a re-
striction on the restriction, a relax-
ation on the restriction of bonuses and 
other compensation paid to large re-
cipients who have not yet paid back 
their TARP money. 

And I thank the gentleman from 
Kentucky for his consideration. 

Mr. HUELSKAMP. I move to strike 
the last word. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Kansas is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

Mr. HUELSKAMP. Mr. Chairman, I 
appreciate the opportunity to speak on 
this amendment very similar to one I 
was going to offer as well. This amend-
ment, as we know, would strike the cli-
mate change czar, the global warming 
czar, also known as the cement czar, as 
well. 

Mr. Chairman, all kidding aside, my 
question I would have is: What is the 
President afraid of? This is not an issue 
of what is covered here. The issue is 
that the President has overstepped his 
constitutional authority in naming 
these czars and disregards the separa-
tion of powers and refuses to resubmit 
these names for confirmation. And it’s, 
of course, my opinion, one of many ex-
amples of executive excess from this 
administration. Czars are unaccount-
able, unelected, and they’re given con-
siderable authority, which undermines 
the rule of law. 

Again, why is the President afraid of 
submitting these names for consider-
ation? I would argue, probably because 
they might not be confirmed. More 
than 30 czars have been appointed by 
the President. Not all of those are di-
rected at in this amendment, but this 
amendment seeks to defund approxi-
mately nine of these czars, including 
the czars to oversee global warming 
policy as well as the closure of Gitmo. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to note 
that just yesterday the administration 
indicated that if they did catch Osama 
Bin Laden, they would send him to 
Gitmo. At the same time, they have a 
czar that continues to close Gitmo. 

Certainly, the President has the au-
thority to appoint staff as necessary. 
But, at the same time, his advisers are 
not there to make laws, Mr. Chairman. 
That is our job. That is the job of the 
Senate. This is an issue of whether the 
legislative branch is going to write the 
laws, Mr. Chairman. 

Supporters of this type of style of 
government suggest in the past other 
Presidents have appointed czars. And, 
Mr. Chairman, czars might not have 
started with the Obama administra-
tion, but they should end with this 
budget. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
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Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas. I move 

to strike the last word. 
The Acting CHAIR. The gentlewoman 

is recognized for 5 minutes. 
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Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas. Let me 

do as my good friend from New York 
did, Mr. SERRANO, and not mention any 
President’s name. And I just ask my 
colleagues, how do you—again, I ex-
plain to all of us and hopefully those 
who are listening, this CR stops work 
in the middle of its tracks. This is a 
cutoff of functioning work as we speak, 
and there is functioning work. 

Just as we have a prototype of a spe-
cial master who is attempting to re-
fund to the damaged, the worn and the 
torn of the BP oil spill, czars, or names 
that you would call, them are working. 

And I am reminded of the fact that 
czars also are an exploratory term that 
Presidents use to get tasks done that 
ultimately may be valuable enough 
that are actually placed in a position 
that responds to a particular agency. 

Now, we still call the drug czar the 
‘‘drug czar.’’ And I am reminded of a 
number of drug czars who were enor-
mously effective. And the reason for 
the czar term for the President is to 
emphasize how important the issue was 
or is to the American people. 

Why would my friends desire to tie 
the hands globally, if you will, in a 
broad-based amendment that elimi-
nates funding for individuals who are 
in the course of their work impacting 
for the American people, whether it’s 
the TARP, whether it’s the BP oil 
spill? They are in fact helping get 
through a difficult problem. The very 
nature of the term, a difficult problem. 

So I would say to my friends, as I 
will be saying later about an amend-
ment that has been offered, but I’m dis-
turbed about denying funding to the 
Transportation Security Administra-
tion. What I would say in cutting their 
office not recognizing the value of 
their work, I would likewise say that it 
is crucial that we allow the Presidents, 
plural, to establish difficult tasks and 
to be able to select individuals to com-
plete those tasks. I rise to oppose the 
amendment. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
Mr. CARTER. Mr. Chairman, I move 

to strike the last word. 
The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 

from Texas is recognized for 5 minutes. 
Mr. CARTER. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 

support of the Scalise amendment. I 
actually also have an amendment 
which I filed which I am withdrawing 
to de-fund 24 czarships, instead of czar 
and czarina-ships to suit the other side. 
But I decided that comity would be 
better if I joined Mr. SCALISE. 

I think he has a good amendment 
here. My chairman has asked that we 
move forward, and I agree. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
Ms. ESHOO. Mr. Chairman, I move to 

strike the last word. 
The Acting CHAIR. The gentlewoman 

from California is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

Ms. ESHOO. Mr. Chairman, I rise to 
speak on this amendment that’s being 
offered by the gentleman from Lou-
isiana (Mr. SCALISE), and I just want to 
say at the outset that I don’t think any 
of this is a joke. 

First of all, czars and czarinas are 
from Russia. This is the United States 
of America. And I think that throwing 
this kind of terminology around is 
really not befitting of the House and 
what we do. If we disagree with policy, 
and we do, we debate that. 

If in fact there are people that work 
in the government that are policy ad-
visers and have no legal weight to their 
position, so be it. Most frankly, every 
single one of us has them in our offices. 
Your chiefs of staff, your policy advis-
ers on legislation, they don’t carry any 
legal weight, but they are policy advis-
ers to us. 

This particular target is to one indi-
vidual. One individual. This is very un-
usual where you go after one individual 
in the middle of a bureaucracy who is 
the chief diversity officer at the FCC, 
the Federal Communications Commis-
sion. This individual is in charge of ex-
panding opportunities for women, mi-
norities, and small businesses to par-
ticipate in the communications mar-
ketplace. 

Now, I think one of the things that 
absolutely goes to the core of democ-
racy is how many voices speak to the 
many, whether there is media consoli-
dation in this country or not. 

There’s some right-wing radio people 
that seem to dislike this person. I don’t 
really agree with these right-wing 
radio talk show hosts, nor do I care to 
jump into what they dislike about this 
individual. But to bring something like 
this to the floor of the House, where an 
individual is working to expand oppor-
tunities for women, minorities, and 
small businesses, an appropriate role, 
participating in the communications 
marketplace, I think, is an amendment 
that is not worthy of the support of 
Members. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Will 
the gentlewoman yield? 

Ms. ESHOO. I yield to the gentleman 
from Massachusetts. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. I 
thank the gentlewoman for yielding. 

I want to stress again, I have not 
heard a defense of the proposal that we 
remove from the Federal Government 
the highest profile individual charged 
with controlling compensation ex-
cesses at four companies which con-
tinue to be the recipients of special as-
sistance. I do not understand this de-
sire to free AIG from restrictions and 
General Motors and Chrysler. They 
have been successful, and I’m glad, but 
they owe the Federal Government 
money. Allied, the financial company, 
owes the Federal Government money. 

I do not understand, you can go one 
by one and I haven’t heard a defense of 
it. Why would we say that the indi-
vidual most responsible for limiting ex-
cessive compensation to TARP recipi-
ents should no longer be able to work 

for the Federal Government and no one 
should be able to fill that position? 

I thank the gentlewoman. 
Ms. ESHOO. Reclaiming my time, I 

think that we need to start rethinking 
some of this. I can’t help but think 
that campaign ads should just be 
played on the floor, get it out of 
everybody’s system on this czar issue, 
and move on. But these are individuals 
that are carrying out their duties in 
the executive branch. 

If you want to vote against expand-
ing opportunities for women and mi-
norities in the media, then do an 
amendment on that. Why saw this 
guy’s head off? Because some talk show 
host says so? 

So I think that this is poorly devised, 
poorly thought out, and does no grace 
to the House of Representatives. 

Mr. DICKS. Will the gentlewoman 
yield? 

Mr. ESHOO. I yield to the gentleman 
from Washington. 

Mr. DICKS. I appreciate it, and I as-
sociate myself with your remarks. 

Did you mention that the associate 
general counsel and chief diversity offi-
cer of the Federal Communications is 
cut out of this as well? 

Ms. ESHOO. Yes. 
Mr. DICKS. That’s rather shocking. 
Ms. ESHOO. That’s what’s in the 

amendment. 
The Acting CHAIR. The time of the 

gentlewoman has expired. 
Mr. BOUSTANY. Mr. Chairman, I 

move to strike the last word. 
PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Par-
liamentary inquiry. Hasn’t the gen-
tleman already spoken? 

Mr. BOUSTANY. No, I have not spo-
ken. 

Mr. DICKS. Did you offer the amend-
ment? 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Louisiana is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

Mr. BOUSTANY. Thank you, Mr. 
Chairman. 

I rise in very strong support of the 
Scalise amendment, and let me explain 
why. One word: accountability. 

Americans across this country are 
tired of the lack of accountability. 
They want to know what is going on 
with their government, and they are 
tired of empty platitudes. 

We have seen this when we brought 
Cabinet Secretaries and others who are 
in official positions in front of our 
committees, and we can’t get answers 
to simple questions on energy policy, 
tax policy, health care policy. No, we 
get empty platitudes, because the pol-
icy is being formulated in the White 
House with these so-called advisers, 
these czars, whatever you want to call 
them. 

I just want to point out something. 
When we had this situation with the oil 
spill in the Gulf of Mexico and a panel 
of experts, engineers, scientists, came 
forth and looked at this and gave their 
initial report, there was no rec-
ommendation for an industry-wide 
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moratorium on drilling. They issued a 
formal report. And what happened? 
This formal report was altered after 
the fact by somebody within the White 
House, the so-called Special Assistant 
to the President for Energy and Cli-
mate Change. 
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Now, this is not the kind of open and 
transparent policymaking that the 
American people deserve and demand. I 
think in the last election they spoke 
out because they did not like what was 
happening, the lack of oversight. And if 
this Congress is going to do oversight, 
we have to have access to those who 
make the policy and get answers. When 
we get railroaded and the runaround 
and just empty platitudes time and 
time again, whether it is on health 
care policy or energy policy or tax pol-
icy, trade policy, whatever it is, that is 
not what the American people want, 
and if this Congress is going to be able 
to legislate and do right by the Amer-
ican people, we have to be able to get 
the information from this White House. 

That is why I stand here with the 
American people and say it is time to 
put an end to this opaque atmosphere 
in Washington. Let’s be open with the 
American people. Those who are mak-
ing policy should come before our com-
mittees and testify so we know what 
the policy is the White House is advo-
cating and we can legislate in a respon-
sible way. 

So for those of you who didn’t under-
stand the Russian word ‘‘no,’’ which is 
‘‘nyet,’’ I want to say it is ‘‘no’’ to the 
czars. 

I yield back. 
Mr. POLIS. Mr. Chairman, I move to 

strike the last word. 
The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 

from Colorado is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

Mr. POLIS. I think that this amend-
ment is typical of many of the pro-
posals from the other side of the aisle 
that paint with a broad brush the en-
tire Federal Government. 

This is a complex world. A President 
needs an ability to govern. The Presi-
dent relies on many of these executive 
positions to effectively govern this 
country. It is not a Democratic or Re-
publican thing. It is about having an 
effective executive and effective ad-
ministrative branch. 

That doesn’t mean that there is not 
common ground; and while I certainly 
oppose this amendment, I would love to 
work with the gentleman and others to 
look at these positions one by one. We 
have discussed a proposal to eliminate 
the drug czar, for instance. The drug 
czar’s office spends $21 million a year, 
and yet drug use has gone up since its 
inception, illegal drug use. 

There are ways that we can work to-
gether, but a blatant removal of the 
ability of a President to effectively 
govern the country is not a wise meas-
ure, and one that I rise in opposition 
to. I encourage a more thoughtful dis-
cussion that could in fact lead to the 

elimination of some of these so-called 
czar positions. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
The Acting CHAIR. The question is 

on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Louisiana (Mr. SCALISE). 

The question was taken; and the Act-
ing Chair announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it. 

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Mr. Chair-
man, I demand a recorded vote. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Louisiana will be 
postponed. 
AMENDMENT NO. 458 OFFERED BY MR. FRANK OF 

MASSACHUSETTS 
Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 

Chairman, I offer an amendment. 
The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 

designate the amendment. 
The text of the amendment is as fol-

lows: 
At the end of the bill (before the short 

title), insert the following new section: 
SEC. ll. The amounts otherwise provided 

by this Act are revised by reducing the 
amount made available for the ‘‘Department 
of the Treasury, Internal Revenue Service, 
Enforcement’’, by reducing the amount made 
available for the ‘‘Department of the Treas-
ury, Internal Revenue Service, Operations 
Support’’, by reducing the amount made 
available for the ‘‘General Services Adminis-
tration, Real Property Activities, Federal 
Building Fund’’, by reducing the amount 
made available for the ‘‘General Services Ad-
ministration, General Activities, Govern-
ment-Wide Policy’’, and by increasing the 
amount made available for the ‘‘Independent 
Agencies, Securities and Exchange Commis-
sion, Salaries and Expenses’’, by $77,000,000, 
$46,000,000, $7,000,000, $1,000,000, and 
$131,000,000, respectively. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, this is a deficit-neutral 
amendment. It provides more money 
for the Securities and Exchange Com-
mission than the resolution. It takes it 
from other agencies. 

I should say that I regret some of the 
choices I had to make here. Particu-
larly I have spoken with the ranking 
member of the subcommittee. I was not 
happy to have to ask that the General 
Services Administration be diminished, 
although by small amounts; and I 
would hope that this could be amended 
later in the Senate when there was 
more flexibility. 

But the key issue here is therefore 
not a deficit issue, but a policy issue: 
Should the Securities and Exchange 
Commission, which was given increased 
responsibilities in the financial reform 
bill, be given less money in this fiscal 
year than it had in the previous one? 

The current budget of the Securities 
and Exchange Commission is $1.118 bil-
lion, or the last year’s budget. Under 
the CR, that would be reduced by near-
ly $50 billion—$50 million. I shouldn’t 
say ‘‘billion.’’ This is a relatively small 
agency. The Republican resolution 
would reduce the amount given to the 
SEC for this fiscal year by $48 million 
from the last fiscal year. 

Now, one of the things we did in the 
financial reform bill was tell the SEC 
that we want hedge funds to register. 
We want them to begin to regulate de-
rivatives, not by putting margins on 
end users as they just made clear they 
are not planning to do, but by requir-
ing that the price be made public. 

There has been a lot of talk about 
the shadow banking system. Well, in 
the financial reform bill, with regard 
to a variety of these entities not regu-
lated now by the bank regulators, we 
are asking them to show some informa-
tion. Hedge funds aren’t being told 
what to do; they are being asked to 
register. We have tried to, frankly, 
bring some light to the shadow bank-
ing system; but as a result of the CR, 
the shadows will remain unpierced. 

The SEC is given new responsibilities 
for investor protection. We have asked 
the SEC to enforce a new fiduciary re-
sponsibility for people who are telling 
other people how to invest their money 
in various ways. They won’t be able to 
carry it out. Technologically, they are 
not yet up to the point where they can 
deal with things like the flash crash. 

Now, people will point to mistakes by 
the SEC in the past. Of course there 
were. They were partly ideological by 
people who didn’t believe in regulation, 
but they were partly a matter of com-
petence; but it was also partly inad-
equate resources. 

What we do in this amendment, 
frankly, is not even reach the proposal 
that the administration wanted. I 
would have liked to have done that, 
but there were constraints here be-
cause we had to take money from the 
IRS and the General Services Adminis-
tration and from the Treasury Depart-
ment. So what we have done is to give 
them part of what was asked. We do 
give them an increase over fiscal 2010. 
We do not reach the amount the ad-
ministration says they need to carry 
out the new responsibilities given. 

So let’s be very clear: this is not 
about the deficit. This is deficit neu-
tral. The question is, Do you want to 
fund increased responsibilities for the 
SEC, or do you not? Do you want them 
to be able to hire the kind of people 
they need? Do you want them to im-
prove their technology? 

The issue here is that in fiscal 2010 
this agency spent $1.118 billion. The ad-
ministration asked for $1.258 billion. 
We would get them to $1.2 billion. We 
would undo the reduction and get them 
part of the way there. We don’t get 
them all the way there because we are 
under constraints; but the notion that 
you should give the SEC less in the 
current fiscal year than they had last 
year and ask them to monitor hedge 
funds, to ask them to improve investor 
protection, to ask them to look at de-
rivatives, makes no sense. 

Now, if you don’t believe we should 
increase transparency of hedge funds 
and derivatives, then don’t vote for 
this amendment. If you think we are at 
a perfect solution here, don’t vote for 
this. But it is hard for me to believe 
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that people think the SEC is ade-
quately funded. 

By the way, what the CR will do is to 
make the SEC not so much a regulator 
as a profit center, because the SEC 
brings in more money than this budget 
will give them. They bring in money 
with transaction fees, and then they 
distribute money to investors. 

So here we have, and I know there 
were many on the other side that 
didn’t like the bill we passed, but I 
thought there were some parts they 
liked more than others. I didn’t know 
we had a view that derivatives should 
remain totally unregulated. 

By the way, when I talk about deriv-
ative regulation at the SEC, we are not 
talking about imposing margin re-
quirements. We are talking about mak-
ing things transparent. 

So I hope the amendment is agreed to 
and we begin to get the SEC back into 
the position of being a responsible reg-
ulator. 

Mrs. EMERSON. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to this amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentlewoman 
from Missouri is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

Mrs. EMERSON. Since 2001, in the 
wake of the Enron scandal, this com-
mittee has more than doubled the 
SEC’s budget. In fact, the SEC’s budget 
has increased 163 percent since 2001. I 
would like to remind my colleagues 
that in 2001 the SEC was funded specifi-
cally at $423 million; and last year, 
with the fiscal year 2010 act, this com-
mittee provided the SEC with an ap-
propriation of $1.1 billion. 

Yet even with all of the money that 
we have given them and the oppor-
tunity they have had to begin upgrad-
ing their computers so, yes, they could 
deal with flash crashes and the like and 
hire more people and tougher enforc-
ers, in spite of that they missed two 
major Ponzi schemes. They have had 
difficulty every single year since 2004 
submitting clean budget statements for 
audit. They have had consistent trou-
ble in their leasing practices, which 
has led to millions of taxpayer dollars 
wasted. And just even more specific to 
the Ponzi schemes, regarding them, the 
SEC has had multiple complaints filed 
against both entities over a decade be-
fore either individual was even 
charged. 
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So how is it also that the agency 
that’s in charge, as my good friend 
said, and needs to be in charge of regu-
lating our financial market, can’t even 
produce an accurate financial state-
ment of their own since 2004, in spite of 
the fact that since 2001 we’ve increased 
their budget. 

In addition, the SEC’s own inspector 
general has cited the agency for poor 
leasing practices, which has led to mil-
lions of taxpayer dollars being wasted 
on unused leased space. I’m sure my 
colleagues have read in the newspapers 
about the hundreds of thousands of 
square feet of leased space that they 

leased in anticipation of the work they 
might do on Dodd-Frank, but they 
leased it before the bill was even passed 
and money appropriated. 

So when my colleagues argue that 
the SEC doesn’t have enough funding, 
I’ve got to argue perhaps they do but 
they’re not using the funding in the ap-
propriate ways. All of us have had to 
tighten our belts. And I understand the 
need for us to have strong regulation. I 
am not opposed to strong regulation of 
the financial industry—of banks and 
nonbanks and hedge funds and the like. 
But at a time when we’re all trying to 
do more with less, I think that it’s im-
portant for all of the agencies of the 
government to do more with less, too. 
And so even with the cuts in this bill, 
the SEC is still going to be funded at 
over a billion dollars. 

I believe very, very strongly that we 
must make this agency understand 
that they’ve got to try to revamp the 
systems they’ve got within and to use 
the moneys that we’ve given them, in 
addition to all the fees they’ve col-
lected, more appropriately. And they 
need to try to do that. If they can’t, 
then we can discuss this again. But we 
need to continue saving money. 

Plus, my colleague has taken too 
much money from the GSA in addition 
to the $1.7 billion we’ve taken. So 
you’re cutting them or you’re cutting 
the IRS by over $600 million. We are 
cutting the IRS. We are cutting the 
IRS by over $600 million. You want to 
cut on top of the 600 that we’re already 
cutting it. What you want to add to 
what we want to add perhaps cuts the 
legs out from them. 

So, consequently, we have to vote 
against my friend’s amendment. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Will 
the gentlewoman yield? 

Mrs. EMERSON. I will yield to the 
gentleman. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. In the 
first place, our additional cuts are a 
small percentage of your cuts to the 
IRS and the GSA, and I hope they are 
restored when we get a broader sets of 
things. But the basic point is, yes, 
there were problems with 2004 and be-
fore. I believe we have a better-run 
SEC now, better people who care about 
it. And to punish the investors, to pun-
ish the American public because of past 
mistakes by the SEC by reducing from 
one year to the next is a very grave 
error. 

The Acting CHAIR. The time of the 
gentlewoman from Missouri has ex-
pired. 

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike the requisite number of words. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Washington is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of the Frank amendment. 

I yield to the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. I 
thank the gentleman. 

First of all, she wants to punish the 
American public and the American 

economy because some people were not 
up to it in the past. As to Madoff, we 
have a new set of commissioners. It 
broke in the end of 2008. We have a new 
Director of Enforcement. 

Yes, I want the SEC to get better, 
but the notion that they can take on 
complex new responsibilities regarding 
derivatives and hedge funds with less 
money this year than they had last 
year is laughable. 

For the gentlewoman’s sake, she’s for 
regulation, but she voted against the 
bill. It was her right to do that. And if 
we’re going to relitigate that bill, let’s 
do it. 

By the way, many in the financial in-
dustry do not want to see these cuts 
because, while some of them didn’t 
want to see the rules, for them the 
worst situation is to have the rules and 
no capacity to have them promulgated 
and enforced. 

Yes, the SEC has made mistakes. 
By the way, if the standard was that 

if you’d wasted money in the past you 
would lose the budget, we would be sav-
ing hundreds of billions in the Pen-
tagon budget. That logic never appears 
to apply to the Defense Department. 

Mr. DICKS. Reclaiming my time, I, 
again, support the gentleman’s amend-
ment. 

Mr. Chair, since 2008 we have faced the 
most serious financial crisis since the Great 
Depression, and we are just not emerging 
from this difficult period. As we have debated 
the Continuing Resolution in the House this 
week, I have urged my colleagues to consider 
the impact that our near term actions will have 
on unemployment and on our nation’s econ-
omy, which remains fragile. In this regard I 
have deep concerns about the magnitude of 
the cuts contained in the version of the Con-
tinuing Resolution that has been drafted by 
the majority leadership, with little input from 
the minority. 

At this time I am particularly concerned 
about the impact of this bill on the Securities 
and Exchange Commission, which this bill 
would cut by $189 million from President 
Obama for Fiscal Year 2011. This level of 
spending will preclude the implementation of 
the Dodd-Frank Act, meaning that hedge 
funds, credit rating agencies, and broker-deal-
ers will continue to operate without regulation, 
therefore increasing the risk of another fiscal 
meltdown. It also takes a big step backwards 
toward the enforcement situation we had be-
fore the crisis, leaving the agency with fewer 
staff to investigate potential misconduct and 
police securities markets to prevent another fi-
nancial crisis. 

Why is this important? Look at the history: 
In response to what was clearly an economic 
crisis in our country in 2007–2009, Congress 
established a bipartisan Commission on the 
Causes of the Financial and Economic Crisis 
in the United States. In its final report that was 
issued in January, the Commission concluded 
that the financial crisis was entirely avoidable. 
It wrote: 

The crisis was a result of human action 
and inaction . . . the captains of finance and 
the public stewards of our financial system 
ignored warnings and failed to question, un-
derstand, and manage evolving risks within 
a system essential to the well-being of the 
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American public . . . Widespread failures in 
financial regulation and supervision proved 
devastating to the stability of the nation’s 
financial markets. The sentries were not at 
their posts, in no small part due to the wide-
ly-accepted faith in the self-correcting na-
ture of the markets and the ability of finan-
cial institutions to effectively police them-
selves. 

So what did we do about this ‘‘combination 
of excessive borrowing, risky investments, and 
a lack of transparency’’ that the Commission 
said put our financial system on a collision 
course with crisis? We passed the Dodd-Frank 
Wall Street Reform and Consumer Protection 
Act, which was intended to enable federal reg-
ulators to better understand and manage 
evolving risks; providing transparency in the fi-
nancial and derivatives markets; and, maybe 
most importantly, putting the sentries back on 
duty and giving them the tools to do their jobs. 

This Dodd-Frank legislation charged the Se-
curities and Exchange Commission and the 
Commodity Futures Trading Commission with 
new responsibility to oversee the financial in-
dustry and provide for regulation of the mas-
sive derivatives industry. 

Now I understand that some members of 
the Republican caucus who may have op-
posed Dodd-Frank did not believe that a fail-
ure on the part of Federal regulators to en-
force the law played a significant role in the fi-
nancial crisis. It seems that this misguided 
conclusion has led the new Majority to at-
tempt—through the appropriations process— 
what it could not accomplish through the reg-
ular legislative process: to scale back federal 
regulation to the pre-crisis level. I cannot 
imagine a more risky thing to do at this time. 

Thus I support the amendment that the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts, the Ranking 
Member of the Financial Services Committee, 
has offered, restoring $131 million of the fund-
ing that will go to the SEC in this fiscal year 
to implement the oversight functions mandated 
by Dodd-Frank. I believe this amount would 
allow the agency to carry out its basic func-
tions and start the process implementation so 
that we will not be risking another calamity like 
the situation we faced in 2008. 

Like many of the amendments proposed to 
this Continuing Resolution during this debate 
under such unusual rules, the funding offset is 
problematic. The Internal Revenue Service’s 
Enforcement division is already taking a mas-
sive and unwise cut in this bill and I regret that 
this amendment would add to that cut. It is dif-
ficult to talk seriously about deficit reduction 
while at the same time ignoring the tens of bil-
lions of dollars in taxes that go unpaid every 
year because of a lack of enforcement. So I 
believe we have some work to do, as we 
move forward, to ensure adequate funding for 
tax enforcement while at the same time we 
proceed to putting in place the important over-
sight functions of Dodd-Frank. 

I urge my colleagues to support the Frank 
amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time. 

Ms. WATERS. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the last word. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentlewoman 
from California is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

Ms. WATERS. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
strong support of the amendment by 
the gentleman from Massachusetts. 

The majority’s continuing resolution 
cuts funding to the SEC by $188 billion. 

Such a cut would leave our financial 
markets, including the derivatives 
market, unpoliced and effectively un-
regulated. In effect, the continuing res-
olution would take the Wall Street 
cop—its only cop—off the beat. 

The Dodd-Frank Wall Street Reform 
and Consumer Protection Act will pre-
vent another financial crisis like the 
one that crippled credit markets in 2008 
by authorizing the SEC to regulate de-
rivatives, provide oversight of invest-
ment advisers and broker-dealers, and 
rein in credit rating agencies. In order 
to do this, the SEC needs additional 
funding. 

I am a little bit surprised that the 
gentlelady from Missouri talks about 
punishing the agency and making them 
understand. No, this is about accepting 
responsibility and helping to protect 
the average investor. We have people 
who lost all of their savings in their 
401(k)s with the meltdown, and now 
we’re talking about not funding the 
very agency that has the responsibility 
for protecting the investors? I don’t 
think so. 

Unfortunately, House Republicans 
don’t want the SEC to staff up or to 
even maintain their current staffing 
levels. If this cut becomes law, the SEC 
would have to lay off hundreds of staff 
and cut its information technology 
budget down to $86 million, it’s lowest 
level of information technology spend-
ing since 2003. At this level, the SEC 
would not be able to implement the 
new system it needs to protect the Na-
tion’s security markets. 

From 2005 to 2007, during the period 
up to the crisis that imploded in 2008, 
the SEC lost 10 percent of its staff. In 
addition, from 2005 to 2009, the SEC’s 
investments in information technology 
declined 50 percent. During this time 
period, trading volume doubled. The 
number of investment advisers has in-
creased by 50 percent and the funds 
they manage have increased 55 percent 
to $33 trillion. 

Let’s put these numbers into perspec-
tive. The SEC’s 3,800 employees cur-
rently oversee approximately 35,000 en-
tities, including 11,450 investment ad-
visers, 7,600 mutual funds, 5,000 broker- 
dealers, and more than 10,000 public 
companies. Furthermore, these staff 
police companies that trade, on aver-
age, 8.5 billion shares in the listed eq-
uity markets alone every day. 

What does this mean for the average 
investor? Without adequate funding, 
the SEC won’t be able to do its job, as 
simple as that, of protecting the aver-
age investor. As financial markets and 
investors become more and more com-
plex, the average investor has con-
fidence in making an investment be-
cause he or she knows that there is a 
system in place to protect them. This 
continuing resolution will undermine 
that system. 

We’ve all heard of Bernie Madoff and 
the massive multiyear fraud he per-
petrated on thousands of investors. 
Bernie Madoff was just one man. Imag-
ine a world in which there are hundreds 

of Bernie Madoffs who prey unchecked 
on investors. That’s the world we will 
be in if the majority’s cut for the SEC 
becomes law. 

So, Mr. Chairman and Members, if we 
want to create jobs and spur invest-
ment in our economy, we must fully 
fund the SEC. I don’t see how anyone 
can make a rational argument that the 
SEC should be level funded or under-
funded when we know that that’s the 
only police on the beat to protect our 
investors and ensure that people who 
have invested in their retirement won’t 
have to go back to work at 65 and 70 
and 75 years old. That’s what happened 
when we had this meltdown. 
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And so now we know what happened. 
We have good management over there. 
We have people who understand what 
they need. They have come to people 
who have been elected and sent to Con-
gress to do a job. That job is to look 
out for the average person, the average 
American. All of our constituents are 
not interested in punishing the SEC. 
They want to make it work. And I sub-
mit to you that this amendment is im-
portant to help make it work. Do not 
follow the lead of the people on the op-
posite side of the aisle who would en-
danger all of us and all of our inves-
tors. 

Mr. GARRETT. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the last word. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from New Jersey is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. GARRETT. I thank the Chair and 
I thank the gentlelady from California 
on her opening comment with regard to 
accepting responsibility. I think that’s 
all that this side of the aisle has ever 
been asking for when it comes to the 
SEC, to accept the responsibility of 
their past poor performance in so many 
different ways. 

Mr. DICKS. Will the gentleman 
yield? Is the way to make them better 
by cutting money, for the SEC? 

Mr. GARRETT. I did not yield, but I 
appreciate the gentleman’s comment. 

In any other realm of life, personal 
life, business life or whatever, when 
you have a failed business, what have 
you, when you have failed portions of 
that company and they fail in their 
performance, is the response, well, the 
solution to that problem is more peo-
ple, more authority and more money? 
That seems to be only the case here in 
Washington, D.C., in our Nation’s cap-
ital when you can have a failed entity 
like the SEC where they failed in so 
many areas; where they failed, as we’ve 
already discussed, with regard to Ponzi 
schemes like the Madoff situation, the 
Stanford Ponzi scheme; where they 
failed in the area of operating a failed 
investment bank supervising program 
as well; where there was a lack of su-
pervision over in the money market 
fund which led to for the first time, I 
guess, in history the breaking of the 
buck with the reserve primary money 
market fund account. They failed in all 
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of these areas. And what is Washing-
ton’s response or at least what is the 
response from the other side of the 
aisle? Let’s give them more money. 

The irony here is that the gentleman 
from Massachusetts comes to the floor 
today to enhance their funding, but, if 
I remember correctly, the Democrats 
controlled this House from 2007 
through 2010. They had all that time to 
go in and do a complete audit of these 
agencies. They had all those 4 years to 
look at them to see where they were 
making mistakes, how to fix them, im-
prove them, and then increase their re-
sources. But they failed to do that dur-
ing the last 4 years. And now in this CR 
they say this is the time to do so. 

The gentlelady talked about pun-
ishing the agencies. Well, they are pun-
ishing people. They’re punishing the 
enforcement folks over at the GSA. 
They’re punishing the folks in enforce-
ment over at the IRS. And I would 
question the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts before he put in this language, 
did you contact any one of those agen-
cies to see what the implications would 
be on those agencies for cutting to the 
extent that you are here? 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GARRETT. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Thank 
you. 

Yes, I think it is unfortunate. Of 
course our cuts are much smaller by 
multiples than the cuts inflicted by the 
subcommittee majority. 

Mr. GARRETT. Did you contact 
those agencies, was my question? 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. I 
spoke to the people at the sub-
committee who worked at them and I 
think the cuts are too deep. 

Mr. GARRETT. I would like to re-
claim my time. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. I 
apologize. I thought the gentleman 
wanted an answer. 

Mr. GARRETT. It is a simple ques-
tion to ask, that when you come to the 
floor with an amendment to say that 
we’re going to take money and yank 
money out of one agency that has a 
primary responsibility to the members 
of the public of this country, to first go 
to those agencies and ask, well, what 
impact will they have? It’s not a mat-
ter whether other amendments are 
coming down that will have a larger or 
more de minimis impact. It’s incum-
bent upon the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts to do his research before he 
comes to the floor with his amend-
ment. I’m sorry to see that he did not. 

Finally, as well, he comes to the 
floor with this amendment saying, 
well, we need to do this action now. 
Don’t look back at their past poor per-
formance. Let’s take this action now. I 
remind the gentleman as the author of 
the Dodd-Frank reform legislation that 
his very own legislation mandated a 
study, it was in section 967, to reform 
the operation of the SEC and asked to 
do a study in that to see how their re-
form has occurred. 

Why don’t we wait for the studies to 
come out, for the information to come 
out, to see whether or not the SEC has 
changed its performance. Even after 
they’ve lost their majority, we see the 
conduct of the SEC and it still con-
tinues to fail. Even now we see that 
they are under investigation by the In-
spector General. Why? For allegedly 
leasing more space before receiving 
funds to do so. So they’ve had a poor 
track record in the past. Unfortunately 
in some areas today, I’m sorry to say, 
they still have a poor track record 
right now with regard to their fi-
nances. And who knows where they will 
be in the future. 

Now is not the time to say, let’s just 
throw out more money to them. And 
when we talk about throwing out more 
money, I just harken back to a com-
ment that the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts made just earlier this week. 
We were looking at the actions of the 
SEC and we were looking at the ac-
tions of the CFTC in a hearing just the 
other day. And whereas our side of the 
aisle, Republicans, were looking at this 
issue and saying, what can we do to 
honestly reform and make the rule- 
making process and the rules that 
come out more consistent and proper 
and be able to perform better in the 
regulatory climate. Their side of the 
aisle was doing the same thing this 
week as they are on the floor right 
now, saying the answer to everything 
is, what? More money. He said it in 
committee. He’s saying it on the floor 
right now. The answer to every single 
problem, I must tell the Chair—and the 
American people know as well—is not 
paying more money for programs. It’s 
making sure that those agencies per-
form correctly, and that’s what this 
side of the aisle is all about. 

Mr. FATTAH. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Pennsylvania is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. FATTAH. During the campaign 
season, there was a meeting with the 
Wall Street barons by the leaders of 
the other side. They promised them ex-
actly this: that they were going to es-
sentially go back to an unregulated 
system. It almost bankrupted the en-
tire country. 

I want to yield the remainder of my 
time to the gentleman from Massachu-
setts. And the American public should 
not be fooled again by people on the 
other side saying that somehow they’re 
doing this to protect their interests on 
Wall Street. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. I 
thank the gentleman. 

The gentleman from New Jersey 
asked me a question. I foolishly 
thought he wanted an answer, and I 
apologize for my false assumption. The 
answer is that I know that the pro-
posals we have made to reduce at the 
GSA and the IRS go too far. I will 
point out again that they are a small 
percentage of the very deep reductions 
made by the subcommittee. 

The problem we had is under the very 
restrictive rules, we had to choose 
among certain agencies. My hope is 
that the House will demonstrate its 
support for increased funding for the 
SEC and when it gets to the Senate, 
they will have more flexibility and can 
take it from elsewhere. And we will see 
fiscal discipline imposed in some other 
places. 

I did not call those agencies because 
I knew what their answer was. I knew 
it from the ranking member of the sub-
committee, that the chairwoman in my 
judgment of the subcommittee had al-
ready cut them too deeply. We had no 
options. What we are doing here is sim-
ply trying to make the point that the 
SEC should be funded. 

I want to now respond to the notion 
that we always think it’s more money. 
No. We have talked also about reforms. 
And, by the way, they talked about 
2004. They talked about 2008. A prior 
administration. I believe that there has 
been a real change in this administra-
tion in the seriousness of the appoint-
ments to the SEC, in the under-
standing of what they should do. There 
is a new SEC director of enforcement, 
Mr. Khuzami. By the way, disciplinary 
proceedings, the new chair, Mary 
Schapiro, has announced are now under 
way over the people who didn’t do what 
they should have done in the Madoff, 
which of course is from prior years. 

So, yes, the SEC has been less than 
perfect, but it has a very new set of re-
sponsibilities. And the notion that 
they can deal with that new set of re-
sponsibilities with less money than 
they had last year comes only from 
people who are not in favor of the new 
responsibility. I understand that. But 
becoming more efficient doesn’t allow 
you to get into monitoring all the 
hedge funds that have to register and 
to monitoring derivatives. 

What we have here is an ideological 
opposition to reform of the financial 
system, a preference for keeping the 
shadow banking system in the shad-
ows, masking as a fiscal argument. Be-
cause we can do this in a deficit neu-
tral way and the SEC will continue to 
be a profit center. 

So this notion that we think the an-
swer is always more money, no, we 
don’t. And if the majority has some im-
provements to make to the SEC, let’s 
see them. I don’t remember any being 
offered by them as amendments when 
we were doing the financial reform bill. 
We have worked with Mary Schapiro. 
We do believe she’s making significant 
improvements in a lot of ways. But the 
notion that you can give them signifi-
cant new responsibilities and give them 
less money than they had in the year 
before when they’re supposed to now be 
looking into derivatives and hedge 
funds makes no sense. 

b 1700 

The gentlewoman from Missouri ac-
knowledged she had misspoken when 
she said we had cut it by $600 million. 
She cut it by $600 million. I wish she 
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hadn’t done that. I wish they hadn’t 
done other things. 

Within those constraints, what we 
are trying to do is to send a message 
that we believe the SEC should get 
some of the funding, not all that it 
asked for and not all that the adminis-
tration asked for. What we have here is 
a test about whether or not people 
want to support the re-deregulation of 
the financial system, whether they 
want to keep the shadow banking sys-
tem in the shadows. I believe the an-
swer is that we shouldn’t. 

I thank the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania. 

Mr. FATTAH. I yield back the bal-
ance of my time. 

Mrs. MALONEY. Madam Chair, I 
move to strike the last word. 

The Acting CHAIR (Mrs. MILLER of 
Michigan). The gentlewoman from New 
York is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mrs. MALONEY. I rise in strong sup-
port of accountability and oversight, 
and I rise in strong support of the 
Frank amendment, which would help 
give tools to the SEC so that they 
could better enforce the laws of this 
country. 

Madam Chair, our Republican col-
leagues have proposed that the SEC’s 
budget should be cut back to roughly 
2008 levels; but I can hardly imagine 
that anyone in this body on either side 
of the aisle is pleased at the level of 
oversight that was performed by the 
SEC in 2008, the year the economy 
cratered under the Bush administra-
tion. 

According to the SEC Inspector Gen-
eral, the Republican proposal would 
force the agency to let go 600 staff 
right when we need more activity by 
the SEC in oversight. Just as our col-
leagues across the aisle are calling for 
more accountability, they would crip-
ple one of the key agencies that holds 
people in a key sector accountable. 

The SEC’s budget for all of 2010 is 
equal to just a small fraction of the 
bonus pool for just one major invest-
ment bank or hedge fund in the finan-
cial sector that they are charged with 
overseeing. It is a small fraction of 
what they are charged to oversee. 

The total loss of household wealth as 
a result of this Great Recession has 
been estimated at approximately $14 
trillion. It was a financial disaster that 
did not have to happen. A lack of ade-
quate oversight and regulation were 
major contributing factors. We heard 
that from the Angelides committee re-
port yesterday. So the Republicans’ 
new proposal to cut the badly needed 
oversight of our financial system 
brings to mind one of the oldest 
sayings in our country: ‘‘They are 
being penny wise—and pound foolish.’’ 

The majority party is basically re-
sisting any increase in the funding for 
the cops, the major cops on the finan-
cial beat. They apparently can look 
back on the carnage of the past years, 
look at the way the middle class has 
been brutalized, look at how people 
have had their dreams stolen in this re-

cession, look at how their hopes were 
crushed, and declare that the status 
quo is ‘‘just fine, thank you.’’ We’re 
not even going to fund it at the status 
quo at the time that we had the great 
debacle and crash of our financial sys-
tem. They want to de-fund it even 
more. 

I really do not agree. I feel strongly 
about it. This is a huge mistake. They 
would deny the needed relatively mod-
est funding that is required to begin 
supervising over-the-counter deriva-
tives trading. Let’s take a look at some 
of the numbers. 

The over-the-counter derivatives 
market is valued at about $600 trillion. 
In 2010, the GDP of the entire world 
was just over $74 trillion. The infamous 
‘‘flash crash’’ on May 6 temporarily 
wiped out of our economy $1 trillion. In 
2010, the budget for the entire CFTC 
was just $169 million. 

So the number of new staffers that 
the SEC is saying it would like to hire 
will understand this new type of trad-
ing—the algorithmic trading, the kind 
of high-frequency trading that tends to 
dominate today’s marketplace. It is 
trying to hire five new oversight pro-
fessionals; but the number of such spe-
cialists the opposing party seems will-
ing to fund is absolutely zero so that 
there will be no one looking over this 
new type of trading. Zero is the level of 
effort that the Republicans seem will-
ing to make to see to it that we don’t 
suffer through another great recession 
and to make sure that a Bernie Madoff 
doesn’t happen again. 

This is not the way to proceed. We 
should fund the SEC appropriately so 
that it can oversee the new Dodd- 
Frank bill, which requires many new 
studies and new rules, and so that it 
can give this country the protection it 
needs from risky trading. How can we 
know that the capital markets and the 
leverage rules that we are putting in 
place are enforced? We can’t do that 
unless the SEC is properly funded. 

This is an important amendment. I 
think it is one of the most important 
before this Congress. I urge my col-
leagues on both sides of the aisle to 
support the Frank amendment so that 
we can oversee the financial markets, 
so that we can make sure that the 
rules are enforced, and so that we can 
make sure that the American investor, 
the American public, is protected. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
Mr. LUETKEMEYER. Madam Chair, 

I move to strike the last word. 
The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 

from Missouri is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

Mr. LUETKEMEYER. I just wanted 
to put a few comments on the record 
with regard to the impassioned speech 
of the last speaker, the gentlewoman 
from New York. 

Madam Chair, I serve on the same 
committee as the gentlewoman, and I 
heard the same testimony yesterday. It 
is interesting that she is talking about 
trying to continue to fund an agency 
that was totally absent with regard to 
the crash back in 2008. 

Yesterday, we asked the question of 
the SEC representative as to whether 
there was anybody who had been put in 
jail, as to whether anybody had been 
fired, as to whether there had been any 
changes to the personnel who were 
there. The answer was ‘‘no.’’ There 
were some ongoing investigations; but 
at this point, nothing had been done. 
So we are going to try and give some 
more dollars to the group that was 
mismanaging the thing to begin with 
without its having any more account-
ability. I think that’s the wrong way to 
go. 

With that, I yield to the gentle-
woman from Missouri (Mrs. EMERSON). 

Mrs. EMERSON. I thank the gen-
tleman from Missouri for yielding. 

Madam Chair, I just want to point 
out a couple of things that I believe 
need some clarification. 

Number one, yes, we had the Inspec-
tor General in our committee earlier in 
the week. I want to say, when he was 
talking about the loss of 600 jobs, that 
would be if we were to go back to fund-
ing at 2008 levels, which we have not 
done in this continuing resolution. 

Number two, this agency has prob-
ably received more money than any 
other government agency in the last 
decade, and it has hired over 1,000 em-
ployees during that time period. Cer-
tainly, with that complement of excel-
lent staff, they should have been able 
to see all of the problems with regard 
to Madoff, Stanford Financial, and 
other things. 

At the end of the day, they’ve got to 
prove their own ability to manage 
money. They have to do their financial 
reports correctly. They have to, per-
haps, take the structure they have and 
make it work in order to comply with 
Dodd-Frank. In the new bureaus, there 
is a lot of overlap that Dodd-Frank 
asks them to do, but they’ve got offices 
that do those functions already, so 
they can use what they have and per-
haps fix it by moving employees 
around within that office. 

At the end of the day, they still have 
to prove that they can do the job. They 
have not. They already receive too 
much money as far as I’m concerned; 
and if they can better manage per-
sonnel and do that job, then I’m more 
than happy to look at funding them at 
the levels that my colleague suggests, 
but not until they can prove they can 
manage what they have got already. 

Mr. LUETKEMEYER. I yield back 
the balance of my time. 

Mr. SERRANO. Madam Chair, I move 
to strike the last word. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from New York is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

Mr. SERRANO. Let me first clarify 
something. 

Madam Chair, the gentleman from 
Massachusetts (Mr. FRANK) came to me 
and told me where he wanted to take 
the cuts to pay for this. We were both 
unhappy about it, but we felt that it 
was so important to do this that we 
would take it from where we had to 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 06:58 Feb 18, 2011 Jkt 099060 PO 00000 Frm 00057 Fmt 7634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\K17FE7.149 H17FEPT1jb
el

l o
n 

D
S

K
J8

S
O

Y
B

1P
R

O
D

 w
ith

 H
O

U
S

E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH1130 February 17, 2011 
and then deal with it later. But let’s 
understand something. 

b 1710 

There are some new Members here 
who are either watching in their offices 
or here on the floor who need to know 
something. I’ve been in public office 36 
years—this is my 37th year—in the 
State Assembly in New York and in 
Congress. I’ve never seen, except for 
once, a commissioner or a Secretary or 
a director of an agency come before me 
as chairman of a committee, and when 
I ask them, Do you want, do you need 
more money, they said to me, No, we 
don’t want, we don’t need any money. 
You know who that was? You guessed 
it. The SEC a few years ago told us 
that they didn’t want any more money, 
they didn’t need any more money. 
Why? Because that was during that era 
when there was the word out through-
out an administration not to enforce, 
not to regulate, not to practice over-
sight, let it go, the water will clean 
itself, the air will clean itself, Wall 
Street can monitor itself. That was the 
attitude. 

Now, we’re seeing another pattern, 
and I look at folks on the other side 
that—you know, we always say this 
but they know I mean it—who I have 
tremendous respect and admiration for, 
but we know, I’m not fooled what the 
game is. The game is we pass a health 
care bill some insurance companies 
don’t like, so we’re not going to fund 
it. We pass regulations on Wall Street 
that could go a long way to stopping 
the criminals from doing it again, 
we’re not going to fund it. That’s what 
this is all about. This is not about 
whether the SEC did a good job or will 
do a good job. It’s simply about a law 
that now will make it very difficult to 
commit the crimes that were com-
mitted on Wall Street which tumbled 
down the whole economy, and now 
we’re saying that we’re not going to 
fund it. 

So as we move forward this year, this 
weekend, the next 2 years, and we pro-
pose not funding certain things, every 
so often at least let’s do it and kind of 
wink at each other, because we know 
the truth. This is not about cutting a 
budget. This is about not enforcing 
some rules. 

And so we will open it up again and 
the same folks, because they’re pretty 
smart, who pull all those crimes on 
this society will do it again, and my 
God, interestingly enough, the move-
ment that brought you into the major-
ity, those folks that I saw on TV at 
those town hall meetings did have one 
thing in common with the folks over 
here. They agreed that something had 
to be done to the folks on Wall Street; 
that they couldn’t run amok and go 
crazy again. That was the one thing we 
agreed on. So it could be that this time 
you’re running counter to your own 
base—not that I should advise you on 
that—but running counter to your own 
base because they want Wall Street po-
lice. 

So the SEC needs to enforce this bill, 
and if you really want to undo Dodd- 
Frank, then try what you’re doing with 
health care, which is to change the 
law, but not to fund it is simply to find 
a very funny way of accomplishing the 
same thing. 

Mr. PERLMUTTER. Madam Chair, I 
move to strike the last word. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Colorado is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

Mr. PERLMUTTER. Madam Chair, 
just so we don’t forget where we were, 
Colorado in August of 2008 had about a 
4, 41⁄2 percent unemployment rate. We 
had a crash the likes of which we 
haven’t seen in decades in September, 
October, November of 2008 on the finan-
cial markets centered on Wall Street. 
Colorado then went to 8 percent unem-
ployment. Thousands of people in Colo-
rado lost their jobs because of the reck-
lessness that we saw on Wall Street. 
There were no police on the beat, or if 
they were on the beat, they were told 
to look elsewhere. 

Since Barack Obama took office at 
the beginning of 2009, when we were 
losing 800,000 jobs a month, the stock 
market in the fall of 2008, under the 
last months of the Bush administra-
tion, lost thousands of points. Since 
March of 2009, the stock market has 
doubled, because people understand 
that there is some restraint and en-
forcement of the financial markets 
now. People are starting to get back to 
work. The middle class is realizing 
they have pensions that are growing 
again. We have to have confidence. We 
have to have certainty in the financial 
markets. And to underfund and take 
away the police that are trying to deal 
with these unbelievably complicated 
types of financial transactions is wrong 
for Middle America. Middle America 
got hit hard. It’s just getting back on 
its feet, and my friends on the Repub-
lican side of the aisle just want to pull 
that rug out from underneath them 
again and let the bums start pillaging 
Wall Street again. 

No, we had Ponzi schemes. I look to 
my friend from Missouri because I was 
listening to her. Two of the biggest 
Ponzi schemes ever in the history of 
the United States, $65 billion with Mr. 
Madoff and I can’t remember how much 
Mr. Stanford was, or the Stanford In-
vestments, but billions of dollars, mil-
lions of transactions. We had testi-
mony in our committee that the SEC 
during the period from about 2001 to 
2007 was notified 21 times during that 
period about Mr. Madoff and they did 
nothing. 

So now we finally have certainty 
back in the marketplace. The market 
has doubled, and now we want to take 
those police back off the beat when 
Middle America is strengthening itself 
again? 

Mrs. EMERSON. Will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. PERLMUTTER. I yield to the 
gentlewoman from Missouri. 

Mrs. EMERSON. I just want to add or 
perhaps comment to my good friend 

from Colorado that the IG said to our 
subcommittee that it wasn’t for lack of 
resources—since we have increased 
that budget 163 percent over the last 10 
years—it wasn’t for lack of resources 
but, rather, the staff working within 
the SEC did not perform their duties 
properly. 

Mr. PERLMUTTER. Reclaiming my 
time, I would say resources have now 
been added, and they’re performing 
their duties, and the stock market has 
doubled so that the people in Colorado, 
the moms and pops of Middle America, 
finally see their pensions growing 
again. 

So much wealth was lost because of 
what happened on Wall Street, whether 
it was out-and-out fraud like in Madoff 
or just recklessness. We can’t have 
that anymore. That almost brought 
this country to its knees, and this cut 
to the SEC is just very misplaced. We 
can’t forget what happened 2 years ago. 

Mr. AL GREEN of Texas. Madam 
Chair, I move to strike the last word. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. AL GREEN of Texas. Madam 
Speaker, I think I now understand 
what Dr. King meant when he said that 
the truest measure of the person is not 
where the person stands in times of 
comfort and convenience, but rather, 
where do you stand in times of great 
challenge and controversy. 

This is a time of challenge and con-
troversy that will measure our truest 
measure as people of goodwill. I ask 
anyone to show me the empirical evi-
dence connoting that we should reduce 
funds to get better service, to get bet-
ter scrutiny, to get better cops on the 
beat with the SEC. 

Every police department in this 
country has some problem or has had 
some problem. No one would say let’s 
eliminate the police department be-
cause it has not performed up to a 
standard of 100 percent. The SEC is not 
perfect but what it does is this: It over-
sees 38,000 entities, 11,450 investment 
advisers, and these investment advisers 
are managing $33 trillion. Some things 
bear repeating. These investment ad-
visers, 11,450 of them, are managing $33 
trillion. Do we really want to take the 
cops off the beat? Would we ever make 
such an announcement as it relates to 
any police department in this country? 

Let us stop for just a moment and 
take a deep breath and understand 
what is about to take place here. We 
are about to send a signal to those who 
would perform dastardly deeds that we 
are going to allow you to do this with 
impunity, not because we want you to 
do so, ostensibly, but because there 
will not be the deterrent in place that 
we know should exist to prevent them 
from doing these dastardly deeds. 

b 1720 

So I’m going to ask all of my friends 
on both sides to stop, take a deep 
breath, and let us ask ourselves: In this 
time of challenging controversy, will 
we prevent the SEC from overseeing 
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the 7,600 mutual funds as they properly 
should, from overseeing the 5,000 
broker-dealers as they properly should, 
from overseeing more than 10,000 com-
panies as they properly should, 35,000 
entities as they properly should? 

This is a time of challenge and con-
troversy, and I am proud to say that I 
am going to stand for making sure that 
those who invest are properly pro-
tected. This is our time. This is a mo-
ment to stand up and be counted. And 
I hope that every investor out there 
will look to see who stood for making 
sure that investments are properly pro-
tected and that the integrity of the 
system is properly in place. I stand for 
doing the right thing, and the right 
thing is to make sure that this SEC has 
the right amount of capital in place to 
protect our investors and our invest-
ments. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
The Acting CHAIR. The question is 

on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts (Mr. 
FRANK). 

The question was taken; and the Act-
ing Chair announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it. 

Mr. DICKS. Madam Chair, I demand a 
recorded vote. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Massachusetts will 
be postponed. 

AMENDMENT NO. 506 OFFERED BY MR. HOLT 
Mr. HOLT. I have an amendment at 

the desk. 
The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 

designate the amendment. 
The text of the amendment is as fol-

lows: 
At the end of the bill (before the short 

title), insert the following: 
SEC. ll. The amounts otherwise made 

available by this Act are revised by reducing 
the amount made available for ‘‘Department 
of the Treasury, Internal Revenue Service, 
Enforcement’’, and increasing the amounts 
provided in section 1517(a) for transfer from 
the Federal Reserve to the Bureau of Con-
sumer Financial Protection for activities au-
thorized to be carried out by such Bureau 
under title X of the Dodd-Frank Wall Street 
Reform and Consumer Protection Act and 
amounts made available in section 1517(b) for 
obligation by such Bureau during fiscal year 
2011, by $63,000,000, respectively. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from New Jersey is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. HOLT. Madam Chair, the con-
tinuing resolution bill before us hand-
cuffs the Consumer Financial Protec-
tion Bureau by setting a maximum 
level that the Federal Reserve can fund 
the CFPB for the fiscal year that we 
are in. 

This amendment would allow the 
CFPB to function as intended. As a re-
sult of an open process last year that 
included a rare House-Senate con-
ference, the House passed historic re-
forms to the Nation’s financial system. 
It included such things as providing for 
disassembly of large, failing financial 
institutions so taxpayers wouldn’t be 

saddled with the bailout. And it did a 
number of other things. But I would 
argue that probably the most impor-
tant thing it did was to create a Con-
sumer Financial Protection Bureau. 

Members of the House and the Sen-
ate, after much deliberation, concluded 
that in order for the CFPB to protect 
effectively American consumers, it 
must be independent. The Dodd-Frank 
legislation, which is the law of the 
land, is clear on this point. This new fi-
nancial watchdog which would serve 
consumers in every kind of financial 
transaction where they had had no aid, 
no protection, no help before would be 
an independent organization, insulated 
from partisan fights on Capitol Hill, 
deriving its operating budget from the 
Federal Reserve. Section 1017 2(c) was 
very explicit on this. 

Some of the appropriators, being the 
appropriation animals that they are, 
may not like the fact that this is to be 
kept independent of appropriations, 
but it was to give this commission 
independence so that they could offer 
protection for the consumer. 

Now, I suppose we should applaud the 
ingenuity of the authors of this con-
tinuing resolution to get around the 
law of the land. Maybe we should ap-
plaud their sheer nerve in trying to de- 
fund this board. 

Less than 2 months into the 112th 
Congress, the majority, through this 
continuing resolution bill, is attempt-
ing to sneak through a provision in di-
rect conflict with the spirit of the law, 
the intention of the law, and in direct 
contradiction to this intent to protect 
the consumer. It handcuffs the CFPB 
in order to preserve the status quo that 
benefits big banks at the expense of 
American consumers. 

If we’ve learned any lesson from the 
financial crisis of the last several 
years, it should be this: by protecting 
consumers, we can protect the rest of 
the financial system. This amendment 
simply would correct section 1517 by 
inserting the appropriate amount of 
money that the CFPB estimates that it 
will need to get the work done for the 
sake of American consumers. This 
amendment would ensure that the re-
cently created Consumer Financial 
Protection Bureau, when it assumes 
consumer protection authority this 
summer, will have the independence 
and will have the resources that it 
needs to begin its critical work of pro-
tecting consumers and, by extension, 
protecting the entire financial system 
of this country. I urge my colleagues to 
support this amendment. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
Mrs. EMERSON. I move to strike the 

last word. 
The Acting CHAIR. The gentlewoman 

from Missouri is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

Mrs. EMERSON. Madam Chair, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment. 

The continuing resolution already 
cuts the IRS by over $600 million com-
pared to FY10 and over $1 billion com-
pared to the FY11 request; and I believe 

that the further cuts to the IRS en-
forcement division will ensure that the 
tax cheats win because there are going 
to be fewer audits, fewer investiga-
tions, fewer prosecutions, fewer convic-
tions. 

The Consumer Financial Protection 
Bureau was created by Dodd-Frank to 
promote fairness and transparence, but 
the bureau itself seems to be anything 
but transparent. The general powers, 
organization, and goals of the bureau 
are laid out very well in the law, but 
the specifics of how the bureau will use 
its powers and achieve its goals are not 
known. Moreover, the Dodd-Frank law 
provides $500 million a year from the 
Federal Reserve to the bureau without 
any input from the Congress at all. 

And without a doubt, I am not dis-
agreeing that there is a strong need for 
consumer protection. I’m a mom. I be-
lieve in that very strongly. But just as 
commerce shouldn’t run wild, neither 
should consumer protection. So the 
limitation in the bill, I believe, rep-
resents an adequate level. It represents 
the level of resources that are cur-
rently expended by regulatory agencies 
on consumer protection activities, for 
example the Office of the Comptroller 
of the Currency, which we all know 
parts of it will move into the Consumer 
Financial Protection Bureau. 

I believe that we should look at this 
a little later because, as the bureau- 
specific activities become known and 
the cost of those activities become 
known, then we’re going to have an op-
portunity to revisit the limitation. 
Providing $500 million a year without 
any congressional oversight to the bu-
reau is, I believe, a very irresponsible 
abdication of a constitutional check 
and balance and I would ask colleagues 
to vote ‘‘no’’ on the amendment and 
oppose unchecked and unbalanced bu-
reaucracy. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
Mr. MILLER of North Carolina. I 

move to strike the last word. 
The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman is 

recognized for 5 minutes. 
Mr. MILLER of North Carolina. 

Madam Chair, I want to congratulate 
the gentlelady from Missouri for an ac-
robatic defense of the continuing reso-
lution’s treatment of the Consumer Fi-
nancial Protection Bureau. This is not 
about whether government should be 
big or small. It’s about which side gov-
ernment should be on. 

b 1730 

The CR, the continuing resolution, 
does not save a penny from the deficit 
because the money for the CFPB, the 
Consumer Financial Protection Bu-
reau, comes from a separate source of 
funding. This is really about hobbling 
the Consumer Financial Protection Bu-
reau to keep it from getting up and 
running and doing its job. 

The CFPB is to put government on 
the side of Americans who are trying 
to make an honest living so they don’t 
have to worry every time they sign a 
financial contract that they’re going to 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 06:58 Feb 18, 2011 Jkt 099060 PO 00000 Frm 00059 Fmt 7634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\K17FE7.153 H17FEPT1jb
el

l o
n 

D
S

K
J8

S
O

Y
B

1P
R

O
D

 w
ith

 H
O

U
S

E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH1132 February 17, 2011 
get gouged, they’re going to get cheat-
ed out of their income and their life 
savings by some trick or trap, some 
dishonest little clause hidden in the 
fine print of the legalese written by the 
banks’ lawyers. 

The CFPB will set rules to make sure 
those contracts are honest, and it will 
enforce those rules. And it has not 
started yet, so it’s a little early to 
criticize them for not getting the job 
done. 

The CR, by cutting funding by half, 
or a little more than half, is really 
about putting government or con-
tinuing to have government, as it has 
been for most of the last decade, on the 
side of the financial predators who are 
not trying to make an honest living 
but who are trying to make a killing 
and succeeding in making a killing by 
cheating ordinary Americans with the 
fine print. And they cheated them on 
mortgages, on credit cards, on over-
draft fees, and on and on, and every 
American knows it because just about 
every American has experienced it. 

Now, in talking about the FCC ear-
lier, Ms. WATERS and Mr. GREEN both 
used the term ‘‘cop on Wall Street.’’ 
They didn’t attribute that phrase, but 
it’s from Will Rogers. 

Back in the Great Depression, even 
after we learned of all the corruption 
and the fraud that had led to the col-
lapse, the stock market crash, when 
Congress was considering legislation, a 
bill, a law that would have set rules for 
Wall Street and given the Securities 
and Exchange Commission the power 
to enforce it, the securities industry 
fought it fiercely because, as Will Rog-
ers said, the boys on Wall Street don’t 
want a cop on their block. Of course 
they don’t want a cop on their block. 
They will make less money. They don’t 
want a cop on their block now either. 
They don’t want a CFPB now either, 
because if their contracts have to be 
honest, they will make less money. 

Vote to put government on the side 
of the Americans trying to make an 
honest living. Vote to put a cop on the 
Wall Street block. Vote for this amend-
ment. 

Mrs. EMERSON. Will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. MILLER of North Carolina. I 
yield to the gentlewoman from Mis-
souri. 

Mrs. EMERSON. I just want to point 
out one thing. The text of the bill 
scores our limitation at $30 million for 
FY 2011. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MILLER of North Carolina. I 
yield to the gentleman from Massachu-
setts. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. And 
when we saw that CBO did that, we de-
cided to offset that, so we did, as the 
gentlewoman indicated, go to the IRS. 
And I do want to say the gentlewoman 
is, I guess, is being very responsible, 
the chair of the subcommittee, she is 
defending the Internal Revenue Service 
against the Consumer Bureau and the 

SEC. And the gentlewoman is entitled 
to due credit for her staunch support of 
the IRS as we try to divert funds to 
protect consumers and police Wall 
Street. And I am sure there are many 
in the Tea Party who will be very 
grateful for her staunch support for the 
IRS funding. 

Mr. MILLER of North Carolina. I 
yield back. 

Mr. LUETKEMEYER. Madam Chair-
man, I move to strike the last word. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Missouri is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

Mr. LUETKEMEYER. Madam Chair-
man, I rise this afternoon to oppose 
this amendment. Let me start my dis-
cussion by talking about two things: 
Number one, about the usefulness of 
the committee, and then about the 
funding of the committee as a whole. 

Number one, I have some grave, 
grave concerns with regards to the use-
fulness of the committee to begin with. 
As a former bank regulator in one of 
my previous careers, it’s kind of as-
tounding to me that, with all of the 
laws that are in place, we had all the 
problems that we did. We don’t need 
more laws; we need to enforce the ones 
that are in place. 

And in testimony yesterday in our 
committee, in Financial Services, that 
was the general consensus of many, 
many of the folks that were there. And 
so what we’re doing is trying to con-
tinue to over-regulate and again put in 
place another entity to confound and 
to promote some more regulation, ex-
actly what we don’t need in the private 
marketplace. 

But again, why are we having an-
other committee to do more regulation 
when we could have the existing people 
do the job the right way? 

It’s kind of like, to me, having a po-
lice department that doesn’t do its job, 
and instead of firing everybody at the 
police department and starting over 
and finding some good folks who could 
do the job, you create another police 
department, so now we have two police 
departments to fund. And I think 
that’s what’s going on here. And this is 
why I’m very concerned about this 
model, this committee, this board. 

And from the standpoint of being a 
former examiner, this is exactly the 
wrong thing to do with regards to the 
mission of this committee. We are now 
putting consumer protections over the 
safety and soundness of our institu-
tions, and that’s wrong. That is abso-
lutely the wrong model. We are flip-
ping completely upside down. We are 
re-prioritizing the way our markets 
should work and regulatory systems 
should work. In my view, we’re going 
in the wrong direction. 

But, with regards to the funding 
mechanism that’s in place, this group, 
at this point, has a line of credit basi-
cally from us, and this CR cuts that off 
to a limited amount, which the chair-
man a minute ago addressed as $80 mil-
lion, and we think that’s adequate 
funding at this point. They are only 

going to use at the annual rate of 
about $65 million, and this amendment 
intends to put $63 million back into it. 
I think that’s unnecessary. It’s waste-
ful. At a time like this when we need to 
be consolidating and finding ways to 
cut our dollars, we don’t need to em-
power an agency that we don’t need, 
number one, with powers that are not 
defined at this point. We don’t need to 
be doing it. From the standpoint we 
don’t even have a director in place yet, 
we need to be confining this thing so 
we can provide oversight over it, rather 
than giving it a blank check and un-
limited powers. 

Madam Chairman, I yield back. 
Ms. WATERS. Madam Chair, I move 

to strike the last word. 
The Acting CHAIR. The gentlewoman 

from California is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

Ms. WATERS. Madam Chairman and 
Members, I have long been an advocate 
of consumer protections and consumer 
rights. And I’m proud of the work we 
accomplished in the Dodd-Frank Wall 
Street Reform and Consumer Protec-
tion Act of 2010 to create a Consumer 
Financial Protection Bureau. 

Madam Chairman, and Members, I 
didn’t get elected to the Congress of 
the United States of America to pro-
tect big banks, banks too big to fail, or 
to protect their shoddy products, 
criminal schemes that are designed to 
rip off innocent citizens who go to 
work every day. I don’t know how any-
body can come to this floor and rep-
resent that the consumers, the work-
ers, the people of this country, don’t 
need any protection. 

The Consumer Financial Protection 
Bureau is needed because it is very 
clear that our current regulatory 
framework inadequately protects con-
sumers. Just look at the wrongful fore-
closures on our veterans which was ex-
posed by reporters last month and was 
the subject of a Veterans Affairs hear-
ing last week. You go tell those vet-
erans that they didn’t need that pro-
tection, that they shouldn’t be pro-
tected. 

The proliferation of harmful finan-
cial products and practices went un-
checked because our banking regu-
lators were tasked with both consumer 
protection and bank safety and sound-
ness responsibilities. And we’ve seen 
that the pro-bank, anti-consumer 
stance won every time. That’s why we 
created the Consumer Financial Pro-
tection Bureau, to make sure that the 
consumer voices aren’t shouted down 
by the industries, and that an inde-
pendent agency is beholden to the con-
sumers and not the CEOs of the big fi-
nancial institutions. 

Opponents of the Consumer Financial 
Protection Bureau claim we don’t need 
this agency, they say, because the 
other banking regulators are already 
charged with consumer protection. 
This argument doesn’t hold water be-
cause there are several types of con-
sumer financial products which, be-
cause they were offered by nonbanks, 
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fall into what may be classified as the 
shadow banking industry. These prod-
ucts and institutions escape Federal 
regulation, yet often lead to Federal 
problems such as our current economic 
foreclosure crisis. The Consumer Fi-
nancial Protection Bureau would bring 
nonbanks that offer financial services 
to and interact with consumers into 
our regulatory system. 

Another reason the CFPB is needed is 
to protect consumers from complicated 
products and hidden predatory fees. Ac-
cording to Elizabeth Warren, who is a 
special adviser to the Treasury on the 
Consumer Financial Protection Bu-
reau, the average credit card offer now 
comes bundled with more than 100 
pages of fine print. Buried within this 
fine print are provisions about restric-
tions, teaser rates, and penalties. This 
fine print makes it nearly impossible 
for consumers to make informed deci-
sions and pick the credit card or other 
lending product which is right for 
them. This leads some borrowers to be 
trapped in credit cards or loan products 
with hidden and abusive fees. 

b 1740 
The CFPB would resolve this problem 

by working with the industry to reduce 
the fine print and hidden fees. We also 
need CFPB to provide stability to our 
financial markets, which is supported 
by consumer lending. 

Our current crisis began when 
collateralized debt obligations and 
mortgage-backed securities were 
packed with exotic products, which are 
known as no doc loans and liar loans. 
It was exacerbated as consumers were 
continually squeezed with excessive 
penalties and fees from bank products, 
reducing purchasing power, and leading 
families everywhere to make tough de-
cisions. 

A strong regulator, one which fo-
cused solely on consumer safety and 
championed simpler disclosure and 
product, could have prevented all of 
this. We need CFPB. This kind of crisis 
should never occur again. 

Amendments to defund CFPB or to 
prevent it from doing its work will 
only hurt American consumers and, in 
turn, our economy. So I urge a ‘‘no’’ 
vote on these amendments. 

Madam Chair and Members, I don’t 
know how any elected any official 
could go home and talk to their con-
stituents and tell them they want to 
limit the funding to the SEC, the cop 
on the Wall Street block to protect in-
vestors, and then add to it, ‘‘and I don’t 
want you to have any consumer protec-
tion.’’ 

We don’t like what has been done. 
We’re against these kinds of regula-
tions. It is baffling. It is not to be un-
derstood, and I believe that in the final 
analysis this body will do the right 
thing. 

Mr. NEUGEBAUER. Madam Chair, I 
move to strike the last word. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Texas is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. NEUGEBAUER. Madam Chair, I 
rise in opposition to the Holt amend-
ment. 

In listening to the banter that we’ve 
been hearing back and forth, you would 
think that we were trying to eliminate 
the Consumer Financial Protection Bu-
reau, but, in fact, what we’re trying to 
do is limit it. 

One of the things, if you look at the 
history of this entity, is that it’s the 
typical answer in Washington. When 
we have other regulators that aren’t 
doing their job, the solution always is 
let’s throw more regulation, more reg-
ulators, and more money at the prob-
lem. 

And so what did we do with this new 
bureau? Well, we said—guess what?— 
we’re going to throw $700 million at 
this new agency. We’re going to take 
$500 million out of the Fed and we’re 
going to give them the ability to come 
and ask for another $200 million. 

Now, what is going on right now is 
that we don’t even have a Director at 
the Consumer Financial Protection Bu-
reau, yet they are standing up a new 
organization. So basically what we 
have from this administration is an-
other czar. I don’t know how many 
czars that they have over there, what 
the latest count is. But here we are, an 
agency that has the authority to spend 
millions of dollars, yet we can’t even 
get one of the most egregious parts of 
this right. 

And it was very clever by the other 
side. They realized in the last days of 
the 111th Congress that there was pos-
sibly going to be a change in Novem-
ber. They tucked this entity over into 
the Fed, trying to be able to limit Con-
gress’ ability to have oversight over 
this organization. So I want to applaud 
the Appropriations Committee for fig-
uring out a way to bring some account-
ability to this organization. 

Now, what is at play right now is 
that this entity in August received 
$18.4 million. In December they re-
ceived $14.37 million. And if you annu-
alize that rate, they are going to need 
less than $65 million, and yet what 
we’re saying is Republicans want to 
limit that to $80 million. The Holt 
amendment wants to increase that an-
other $63 million. 

Madam Chair, what is exactly wrong 
and the reason we’ve been having these 
hours and hours and hours of debate is 
the American people spoke very clearly 
last November. They are tired of Big 
Government. They are tired of govern-
ment trying to make all of their deci-
sions. And what this new entity is 
going to do is it is going to hurt con-
sumers in that it is going to drive the 
cost of consumer credit up for many 
Americans. Some of the financial serv-
ices that they have been able to enjoy, 
this new czar will have the ability to 
say that those new products cannot be 
offered anymore. 

So bringing this kind of account-
ability into this process is a very posi-
tive thing. It was a mistake to put this 
entity into the Fed to begin with. It’s 
a mistake to let this administration 
continue to stand up this organization 
without going through the appropriate 

constitutional requirement that this 
person be confirmed by the United 
States Senate. It’s an egregious use of 
the Executive power. And one of the 
things that we hope that the President 
will do very quickly is nominate some-
one to oversee this organization. 

Basically, we have people that 
haven’t been nominated or confirmed 
by the Senate making very big deci-
sions, spending millions of dollars over 
here, standing up an entity, quite hon-
estly, that will not, in fact, do what a 
lot of the folks in this building think 
this entity is going to do, and that’s 
provide consumer protection. What 
this entity is going to do is provide 
more cost to consumers. 

With that, I urge defeat of this 
amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Texas is recognized. 

Mr. CARTER. Madam Chair, I would 
like to inform the Chair and the bal-
ance of the people here that it is our 
intent to finish this amendment and 
Ms. MCCOLLUM’s amendment, and then 
we’ll be going to a vote. I thought, for 
information purposes, I would let ev-
erybody know our intent and what we 
would like to do. 

Mr. ELLISON. Madam Chair, I move 
to strike the last word. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Minnesota is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

Mr. ELLISON. Madam Chair, after 4 
million foreclosures—and perhaps 
we’re going to reach 7 million fore-
closures—$70 million in loss of home 
value, after massive unemployment, 
after an enormous financial bailout bill 
that we had to do to save this econ-
omy, it’s impossible for me to under-
stand how it is anybody would not 
want to have a strong consumer pro-
tection provision in our law. 

How in the world, after the massive 
recession that we went through, after 
all the damage that has gone through 
to hit this economy, which started in 
the consumer sector, Madam Chair, 
which started because consumers were 
taken advantage of with no doc, low 
doc loans packaged into securities and 
then hedged by these credit default 
swaps which Warren Buffet said caused 
millions in financial destruction, how 
would we want to undermine consumer 
protection? 

The fact is consumer protection helps 
to make sure that we have a strong, 
sound, and safe system. And if it would 
have been in place, we would not be in 
this situation now. We are in this situ-
ation now for one reason and one rea-
son only. It is the laissez-faire attitude 
that pervades the opposition to this 
fair amendment, and it should be 
passed. The Holt amendment is right. 

I yield to the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. I 
thank the gentleman. 

I would just like to make this point: 
My colleague from Texas said, well, be-
cause the old regulation wasn’t work-
ing, we wanted just an additional regu-
lator. That’s simply untrue. 
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What we said was this: Consumer reg-

ulation, before the passage of the fi-
nancial reform bill, was entrusted to 
the bank regulators, and their primary 
mission and their primary focus was on 
bank protection. 

We do not create new powers so much 
here as take the powers that were vest-
ed in the Federal Reserve. Great de-
fense of the Federal Reserve. I am 
struck by my Republican colleagues 
trying to defend the integrity of the 
Federal Reserve and the IRS. That’s a 
new Republican Party. But we took it 
from the control of the currency, from 
the FDIC, and put them in a new agen-
cy whose only responsibility is con-
sumers. It is not additional money and 
it’s not any new regulation. 

Now, we do add a set of previously 
unregulated entities: payday lenders 
and check cashers and others in the 
shadow banking system. So there is 
some increase in consumer protection. 
But, fundamentally, we didn’t say we 
want one additional regulator. We have 
taken regulatory authority from the 
pro-bank regulators who haven’t exer-
cised it well and put it in the new agen-
cy. 

b 1750 
Mr. ELLISON. I yield back the bal-

ance of my time. 
Mr. PRICE of Georgia. Madam Chair-

man, I move to strike the last word. 
The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman is 

recognized for 5 minutes. 
Mr. PRICE of Georgia. Madam Chair, 

let’s be clear about what is going on 
here. I think it is crystal clear, frank-
ly. 

This side tends to believe in more 
government. This side tends to believe 
in less government. 

This side tends to believe in more 
control. This side tends to believe in 
less control. 

This side tends to believe in more 
spending. This side tends to believe in 
less spending. 

This side tends to believe in more 
regulation and more oppression. This 
side tends to believe in less regulation 
and less oppression. 

This side believes in Big Government 
solutions. We believe in people. 

It is pretty simple. And if you believe 
in Big Government solutions, you have 
to ask the question, how is it going? 
And the fact of the matter is, it is not 
going real well. Another 410,000 new in-
dividuals applying for unemployment 
today. 

This is a chart here that shows, 
Madam Chair, back before the Big Gov-
ernment folks got involved the amount 
of spending at the Federal level, down 
here in 2006, about $2.6 trillion. Here is 
where we are now, Madam Chair, way 
over on the other side. That is what 
Big Government does for you. It spends 
money that you don’t have. Deficits, 
annual deficits, $1.4 trillion, $1.4 tril-
lion, and $1.6 trillion in the last three 
fiscal years. So it is Big Government, 
the government picking winners and 
losers, and that is where we are right 
now. 

Well, how is it going? The free mar-
ket, frankly, can’t function when the 
government is picking winners and los-
ers, and that is exactly what the Amer-
ican people have gotten over the last 2 
years and 4 years, and certainly last 
year what it got last year when Con-
gress passed the new Dodd-Frank bill 
and formalized their new political 
economy. 

Now, the administration’s Bureau of 
Consumer Financial Protection, what 
we are talking about right here right 
now, charges bureaucrats to produce 
more red tape, regulations, none of 
which, none of which truly helps the 
consumer. They make for bigger gov-
ernment, that is right. But much like 
the new health care plan which pre-
vents the American people from pick-
ing a health care plan that works for 
them, the Bureau of Consumer Finan-
cial Protection would simply tell 
American families which financial 
product is right for them, which credit 
card is right for them, which bank ac-
count is right for them, which mort-
gage is right for them, directing people 
in very, very specific ways. 

Now, there are real challenges within 
our financial system. There is no doubt 
about it. Absolutely not. But the fail-
ure of the regulators to do their job, as 
my friend from Texas said, doesn’t 
mean that you need more regulators. 
You need the regulators to do their job, 
and that is not what the CFPB does. 
The CFPB has been given the authority 
to write the rules, to enforce the rules, 
to conduct examinations, to approve 
disclosures, and on and on and on and 
on. Is there anything that this Federal 
agency is not allowed to do? 

Now, the underlying bill appro-
priately limits the use of the funds to 
carry out and implement the CFPB. 
This amendment, the amendment that 
we are discussing right now, expands 
the mandates, expands regulation, ex-
pands the economic tinkering that has 
been handed down from this adminis-
tration and from Democrats in Con-
gress. So if you like this track, if you 
like Big Government and you like more 
spending, if you like a government that 
borrows more and spends more and 
taxes more and destroys jobs, then side 
with the folks who are specialists in 
that area. 

If, however, you believe that we 
ought to spend less at the Federal 
level, that we ought to spend within 
our means, that we ought to work as 
diligently as we can to create jobs and 
that we ought to allow more freedom 
for more Americans, more choices for 
more Americans, then I would suggest 
and recommend that you vote down 
this amendment and support the under-
lying bill. 

I yield back. 
Mr. WATT. Madam Chairman, I move 

to strike the last word. 
The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 

from North Carolina is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. WATT. Madam Chair, let me just 
first be clear that we are not expanding 

anything in this amendment. The stat-
ute says exactly what the Consumer 
Financial Protection Bureau is sup-
posed to do. This amendment just al-
lows the funding to enable them to do 
it. This is an appropriations bill. We 
are not supposed to be expanding or 
contracting anything in appropriations 
bill. That is what I thought. The Ap-
propriations Committee is about 
money, not about authority, not about 
expanding or contracting authority. So 
I don’t know what my colleague was 
talking about when he said we are ex-
panding something if we pass this 
amendment. 

Second, there is some debate from 
some of my colleagues, and I could un-
derstand the first-term Member who 
got up and says I don’t know why we 
have a Consumer Financial Protection 
Bureau. What I can’t understand is why 
the subsequent colleague who serves on 
Financial Services got up and said the 
same thing, because he was on the Fi-
nancial Services Committee and served 
with me when we created the Consumer 
Financial Protection Bureau. So let me 
just give a little history here about 
why we have it. 

We had theoretically consumer pro-
tection as one of the objectives of the 
Federal Reserve and other Federal reg-
ulators. We had in that same Federal 
Reserve the responsibility for the safe-
ty and soundness of our financial insti-
tutions. Those two things obviously 
were in conflict with each other be-
cause the Federal Reserve, instead of 
looking out for the interests of con-
sumers and protecting consumers, al-
lowed consumers to get into mortgages 
and financial transactions that ended 
up destroying our financial system; 
and they did it saying, well, you know, 
this is going to add to the safety and 
soundness of financial institutions be-
cause our definition of safety and 
soundness is a financial institution 
which can make more and more and 
more money. 

So what is the solution to that? You 
don’t do away with safety and sound-
ness. We didn’t do away with safety 
and soundness. It is important to pro-
tect the safety and soundness of our fi-
nancial institutions. We continued to 
give that responsibility to the Federal 
Reserve and the regulators. 

But if you are going to protect con-
sumers, you don’t give the authority to 
the same entity that has disregarded 
the interests of consumers and led us 
to a financial services meltdown. So we 
took those consumer protection re-
sponsibilities and put them into a sepa-
rate entity called the Consumer Finan-
cial Protection Bureau. 

Now, the gentleman who was a fresh-
man here, I don’t expect that he would 
have been around to understand that. 
You know, he just got here. But for my 
colleagues who served on the Financial 
Services Committee to get up and say, 
well, I don’t know why we have a sepa-
rate Consumer Financial Protection 
Bureau, they must not have been pay-
ing attention. 
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Now, to go further over the objec-

tions of some of us, we didn’t want to 
necessarily put this in the Federal Re-
serve; but to get it funded appro-
priately, the Federal Reserve set some 
fees and charged the industry for this 
agency, not the taxpayer. This is not 
taxpayer money, at least not tax dollar 
money. I guess at some point every-
thing is taxpayer money. But this is 
not appropriated money. So this would 
come out of the Federal Reserve’s 
budget, which I thought my colleagues, 
they don’t like the Federal Reserve 
anyway, at least that is what they 
have been telling us all this time. They 
want to do away with the Federal Re-
serve. You would think they would 
want to take some of their money and 
put it into the Consumer Financial 
Protection Bureau. 

All this amendment does is try to re-
store the funding to a level so that the 
Consumer Financial Protection Bureau 
can do what it is charged with doing. 

b 1800 
Let’s not understate or overstate 

that. This is an important amendment. 
Let’s support the amendment and pass 
it. 

Mr. HIMES. Madam Chairman, I 
move to strike the last word. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Connecticut is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. HIMES. Madam Chair, I rise in 
support of the Holt amendment. 

I was moved to come to the floor be-
cause I was stunned that in their de-
regulatory zeal, in their ideologically 
driven desire to shrink the size of gov-
ernment, the Republican majority 
would choose to leave the American 
consumer unprotected. 

I represent a lot of American con-
sumers and I know that they don’t 
really understand derivatives. I know 
that they don’t really understand the 
concept of systemic risk, of credit-de-
fault swaps, many of the difficult 
things that we sought to regulate in 
Dodd-Frank. But they sure do under-
stand what it means to open up that 
credit card bill at the end of the month 
and see hundreds of dollars of charges 
that they didn’t anticipate. 

Millions of Americans now under-
stand what it is to have a mortgage 
blow up on them, a mortgage that if we 
were all honest with each other we 
would recognize none of us really un-
derstands our own mortgages. Millions 
of Americans now know what it is to 
see interest rates hop up on a mortgage 
and to lose their homes. Of all the 
things that the Republican majority 
could choose to gut, that they would 
choose to leave the American consumer 
to be prey to predatory practices is un-
conscionable. 

Madam Chair, we don’t allow toast-
ers that will burn your house down. We 
don’t allow cars that will blow up. But 
evidently the Republican majority 
would allow mortgages that would 
blow up your house or other financial 
products that would bring an American 
family to its knees. 

I’ve heard the counterarguments. I 
heard the gentleman from Georgia 
stand down there and say that this is 
an expansion of government spending. 
What the gentleman from Georgia 
didn’t say is that probably the most 
politically unpopular bit of spending 
we’ve seen in the last several years was 
hundreds of billions of dollars re-
quested by a Republican President and 
a Republican Secretary of the Treasury 
to bail out the financial industry. I’ll 
say it again. Republicans requested the 
bailout. That was a terribly expensive 
thing to do. The Consumer Financial 
Protection Bureau will help prevent 
that in the future. It’s a good invest-
ment. 

I’ve heard arguments about czars. I 
must say, I’ve talked to tens of thou-
sands of my constituents and nobody is 
saying that czars are a problem in the 
United States of America today. I’m 
hearing a slightly better argument, but 
one that I don’t accept as a former 
banker, that we are separating con-
sumer protection from safety and 
soundness. As a former banker, I will 
say that those are not separate con-
cepts, that when you have bank cus-
tomers defaulting on their mortgages, 
when you have bank customers run-
ning up credit card debt and being sub-
ject to fees that they can’t possibly 
repay, you stick a knife into the safety 
and soundness of that bank or what-
ever institution that we are talking 
about. 

Mr. GARRETT. Will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. HIMES. I will yield to the gen-
tleman from New Jersey. 

Mr. GARRETT. So you see the im-
portance of having both of those issues 
and how there’s not a hard dividing 
line between the two is what you’re 
saying? 

Mr. HIMES. That is correct. 
Mr. GARRETT. Under the current 

statute, Dodd-Frank, is the CFPB 
charged with looking at something 
other than consumer protection? Are 
they charged with looking at safety 
and soundness? 

Mr. HIMES. Reclaiming my time, 
this country has long had a history of 
the examination of the safety and 
soundness of our banks. And what we 
are saying now is that we will assist 
and support the safety and soundness 
of our banks by keeping the customers 
of those banks from defaulting through 
good consumer protection. 

So I support the Holt amendment and 
think this is terribly, terribly impor-
tant to American families and the safe-
ty and soundness of the system. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
Mr. DICKS. Madam Chairman, I 

move to strike the last word. 
The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 

from Washington is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. DICKS. Madam Chairman, I rise 
in support of the amendment. 

I yield to the gentleman from North 
Carolina. 

Mr. MILLER of North Carolina. 
Madam Chairman, I have heard Mr. 

PRICE’s arguments before. So I’ve 
talked to a lot of people about whether 
they really valued the freedom to be 
cheated on credit cards, to be cheated 
on mortgages, to be cheated on over-
draft fees, and I found that that was 
not really a freedom that they valued; 
and, in fact, they didn’t really believe 
that was the reason the financial in-
dustry was opposing consumer protec-
tion legislation. They thought that the 
reason the financial industry was op-
posing the legislation was so they 
could make more money and keep up 
by cheating people, which was not 
something they wanted any more than 
Americans a hundred years ago really 
valued the right to buy rancid beef, as 
the meatpackers argued a century ago. 
They were opposing pure food legisla-
tion so they could protect the right of 
people to buy rancid beef. Americans 
don’t believe it. 

I asked the president of the American 
Bankers Association in committee if 
he could give me the names of some of 
the people who qualified for prime 
mortgages but got a subprime mort-
gage, or someone who really wanted to 
have a credit card contract that re-
quired them to continue to pay inter-
est on a balance even after they had 
paid off the balance. He said that was a 
rhetorical question and he didn’t have 
to answer it; it was just a rhetorical 
question. 

But I mean it. If somebody can tell 
me someone who qualified for a prime 
mortgage and instead asked for, want-
ed, chose a subprime mortgage, intro-
duce them to me. If there’s someone 
who actually wanted a credit card con-
tract that required them to pay inter-
est on the balance even after they paid 
off the balance, introduce them to me. 
I want to understand that consumer 
choice, because I have been assuming 
all along the reason they entered those 
contracts that were so hideous to them 
is they got cheated. 

Mr. DICKS. Reclaiming my time, I 
yield to the gentlelady from New York. 

Mrs. MALONEY. Madam Chairman, 
I, too, rise in support of the Holt 
amendment and will place in the 
RECORD an eight-page document from 
the Americans for Financial Reform. 
This has eight pages of State, local, 
and city organizations in support of an 
independent Consumer Financial Pro-
tection Bureau. 

I must say that the Republicans are 
chipping away at the independence of 
this very important bureau. We put it 
in the Fed to have financial independ-
ence for regulation. They’re putting it 
back under the appropriations system 
and cutting it dramatically. 

Dodd-Frank did a lot of good things, 
and one of them was to try to level the 
playing field for the consumer with the 
creation of the Consumer Financial 
Protection Bureau. For far too long in 
our financial system and its products, 
any concerns about consumer protec-
tion came in a distant second, a third, 
or not at all. Now, any American who 
opens a checking or savings account, 
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anyone who takes out a student loan or 
a mortgage, anyone who opens a credit 
card or takes out a payday loan will 
have a Federal agency on their side to 
protect them. For the first time, con-
sumer protection authority will be 
housed in one place, and the Democrats 
funded it. The Republicans are taking 
away that funding and that independ-
ence. 

This is a critically important amend-
ment for the financial independence, 
security, and well-being of the con-
sumer in our country and for the finan-
cial system. We are suffering through 
the Great Recession because there was 
no oversight. The Democrats have put 
in oversight, accountability. And the 
Republicans lose the vote on the floor, 
we pass it, but they’re trying to win by 
cutting away the funding so they can’t 
function, so they can’t do their job, 
taking away their independence. It is 
outrageous. It is wrong. It is an insult 
to the American people. 

And my friends on both sides of the 
aisle should join Congressman HOLT in 
support of his important amendment. 
It is important to the financial inde-
pendence and security of the American 
public, and I urge everyone to support 
it. 
HOUSE GOP TARGETS CONSUMER PROTECTION 

BUREAU WITH CR 
(By Tim Fernholz) 

When Democrats in Congress crafted last 
year’s Dodd-Frank financial regulatory over-
haul, they went out of their way to protect 
the fledgling Consumer Financial Protection 
Bureau from the financial sector and Repub-
licans who opposed it. They did so by 
crafting a dedicated funding stream from the 
Federal Reserve to protect the agency’s inde-
pendence from the whims of appropriators— 
or so they thought. 

A provision in the continuing resolution 
being debated on the House floor this week 
would limit the CFPB’s funding, which could 
be as much as $700 million a year, to only $80 
million for the rest of this fiscal year. 

‘‘They found a way around it,’’ said Finan-
cial Services Committee ranking member 
Barney Frank, D-Mass., the law’s namesake 
who managed its progress in the House. The 
measure created several regulatory agencies 
and strengthened existing ones while pro-
posing restrictions on bank borrowing and 
pernicious business practices. 

House Republicans had promised to use the 
appropriations process to limit funding for 
the agencies implementing the new law, 
which they believe imposes burdensome 
costs on consumers and the private sector 
while failing to prevent future crises. 

The CR includes no money for the Securi-
ties and Exchange Commission or the Com-
modity Futures Trading Commission to im-
plement key provisions in the law; similar 
restrictions are already in the bill being de-
bated on the floor. 

With the bulk of the funding for the CFPB 
under the Fed’s discretion—the agency can 
request a further $200 million from Congress 
if the director so chooses—Democrats 
thought the CFPB would be safe from the 
whims of appropriators, but language in the 
CR would amend the Dodd-Frank law itself. 

‘‘We don’t normally tinker around with the 
Federal Reserve; however, the Dodd-Frank 
bill did, and it opened the door,’’ a GOP aide 
said. Frank doesn’t disagree: ‘‘In fairness to 
[Republicans], the Fed didn’t independently 
decide to fund the CFPB; we told them to.’’ 

Frank was skeptical about the provision’s 
chances in the Senate or in negotiations 
with the White House, which has made the 
agency a priority, but worried that the issue 
might get lost in the complex funding battle. 

‘‘I don’t think the tea party’s victory was 
a mandate for the re-deregulation of the 
American financial system,’’ Frank said, ar-
guing that voters are behind restrictions on 
the financial sector. ‘‘On all those issues, as 
they become public, we win.’’ 

Among the amendments that have been 
proposed to the CR, one would eliminate the 
salary of the CFPB’s interim head, Elizabeth 
Warren, and another would defund the agen-
cy entirely. Warren pushed back at the agen-
cy’s critics in a speech on Tuesday. 

‘‘Politicizing the funding of bank super-
vision would be a dangerous precedent, and 
it would deprive the CFPB of the predictable 
funding it will need to examine large and 
powerful banks consistently and to provide a 
level playing field with their nonbank com-
petitors,’’ she said, pointing out that 
IndyMac, a bank that failed during the 2008 
crisis, cost the government nearly 20 times 
the maximum yearly funding of the CFPB. 

AMERICANS FOR FINANCIAL REFORM, 
February 16th, 2011. 

Re Opposition to proposed cuts to CFPB 
funding under the proposed CR; the Con-
sumer Financial Protection Bureau is a 
very good value. 

DEAR MEMBER OF CONGRESS: On behalf of 
Americans for Financial Reform, a coalition 
of more than 250 national, state and local or-
ganizations and its other undersigned mem-
ber organizations, we write in strong opposi-
tion to the funding cuts for the new Con-
sumer Financial Protection Bureau (CFPB), 
as proposed in a controversial provision 
(Section 1517) in the Continuing Resolution 
to be considered on the House floor today. If 
amendments are offered to restore funding to 
the CFPB we urge you to support them. Also, 
oppose any amendments, such as #528 
(Carter) or #577 (Price), that would further 
weaken the CFPB. 

The controversial provision included in the 
CR would effectively cut the new CFPB’s 
budget by 40 percent—from $143 million to 
$80 million—before it even takes over its job 
of protecting American consumers from un-
fair financial practices. 

These proposed cuts would not subtract a 
dime from the deficit. They would take 
money designated to protect American con-
sumers from financial fraud and leave it in-
stead with the already well-funded Federal 
Reserve system. 

That’s because the CFPB’s budget is a 
transfer from the Federal Reserve Board, not 
an appropriation. The attempt at cuts to the 
non-appropriated budget of a bank super-
visory agency is unacceptable; no other fed-
eral bank regulators have their budgets ma-
nipulated in this way. In fact, while the 
CFPB’s proposed Federal Reserve transfer 
this year of $143 million is well under its pro-
posed cap of approximately $500 million to be 
needed once it is fully staffed, it remains the 
only bank supervisor with a capped budget. 
Not only is the CFPB the first federal agency 
with only one job, protecting consumers in 
the financial marketplace, its funding status 
as enacted in the Wall Street Reform and 
Consumer Protection Act of 2010 is a very 
good value and already a compromise since 
it is capped. 

Cutting its budget would prevent it from 
examining the biggest banks for further vio-
lations of overdraft, credit card and mort-
gage rules that they have become known for. 
This would harm consumers. Cutting its 
budget would make it harder for consumers 
who have been slammed by these same unfair 
practices from participating in the economic 

recovery. Cutting its budget would also harm 
small businesses, who have not been served 
well by those big banks that would benefit 
most from a CFPB budget cut. 

And finally, cutting the CFPB’s budget 
means a return to the system of inadequate 
financial supervision that failed taxpayers, 
depositors, investors, homeowners and other 
consumers. Allowing continued predatory 
lending to consumers will inject greater risk 
into the financial system. That will raise the 
threat of a repeat of the Wall Street-caused 
financial crisis that cost Americans millions 
of lost jobs, billions of dollars in taxpayer 
funded bailouts and trillions of dollars in 
lost home values and retirement savings. 

It is absolutely essential that the House of 
Representatives reject the politicization of 
bank supervision as proposed in the CR. We 
encourage you to support any amendments 
that may be offered on the House floor to re-
store funding to the CFPB. With the econ-
omy still fragile, this is no time to further 
undercut consumer confidence by defunding 
a federal agency consumers will need to rely 
on to ensure that their interests are pro-
tected. After the worst economic crisis since 
the Great Crash of 1929, consumers need a 
full-sized cop on the beat. 

Sincerely, 
Americans for Financial Reform, Center 

for Digital Democracy, Consumer Action, 
Consumers Union, Greenlining Institute, Na-
tional Consumer Law Center (on behalf of its 
low-income clients), National Council of La 
Raza, National Fair Housing Alliance, Na-
tional People’s Action, Neighborhood Eco-
nomic Development Advocacy Project, Pub-
lic Citizen, The Leadership Conference on 
Civil and Human Rights, U.S. PIRG. 

Following are the partners of Americans 
for Financial Reform. 

All the organizations support the overall 
principles of AFR and are working for an ac-
countable, fair and secure financial system. 
Not all of these organizations work on all of 
the issues covered by the coalition or have 
signed on to every statement. 

NATIONAL ORGANIZATIONS 
A New Way Forward, AARP, Accountable 

America, Adler and Colvin, AFL-CIO, 
AFSCME, Alliance For Justice, American 
Family Voices, American Income Life Insur-
ance, Americans for Democratic Action, Inc. 

Americans for Fairness in Lending, Amer-
ican Sustainable Business Council, Ameri-
cans United for Change, Business for Shared 
Prosperity, Calvert Asset Management Com-
pany, Inc., Campaign for America’s Future, 
Campaign Money, Center for Digital Democ-
racy, Center for Economic and Policy Re-
search, Center for Economic Progress. 

Center for Media and Democracy, Center 
for Responsible Lending, Center for Justice 
and Democracy, Center of Concern, Change 
to Win, Clean Yield Asset Management, 
Coastal Enterprises Inc., Color of Change, 
Common Cause, Communications Workers of 
America. 

Community Development Transportation 
Lending Services, Community Law Center, 
Consumer Action, Consumer Association 
Council, Consumers for Auto Safety and Re-
liability, Consumer Federation of America, 
Consumer Watchdog, Consumers Union, Cor-
poration for Enterprise Development, 
CREDO. 

CTW Investment Group, Demos, Economic 
Policy Institute, Essential Action, Green 
America, Greenlining Institute, Good Busi-
ness International, Help Is On the Way, Inc, 
HNMA Funding, Home Actions. 

Housing Counseling Services, Information 
Press, Institute for Global Communications, 
Institute for Policy Studies: Global Economy 
Project, International Brotherhood of Team-
sters, Institute of Women’s Policy Research, 
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Keystone Research Center, Krull & Com-
pany, Laborers’ International Union of 
North America, Lake Research Partners, 
Lawyers’ Committee for Civil Rights Under 
Law. 

The Leadership Conference on Civil and 
Human Rights, MoveOn.org Political Action, 
NAACP, NASCAT, National Association of 
Consumer Advocates, National Association 
of Investment Professionals, National Asso-
ciation of Neighborhoods, National Coalition 
for Asian Pacific American Community De-
velopment, National Community Reinvest-
ment Coalition, National Consumer Law 
Center (on behalf of its low-income clients). 

National Consumers League, National 
Council of La Raza, National Fair Housing 
Alliance, National Federation of Community 
Development Credit Unions, National Hous-
ing Institute, National Housing Trust, Na-
tional Housing Trust Community Develop-
ment Fund, National NeighborWorks Asso-
ciation, National People’s Action, National 
Council of Womens Organizations. 

National Worksright Institute, Next Step, 
OMB Watch, Opportunity Finance Network, 
Partners for the Common Good, PICO, 
Progress Now Action, Progressive States 
Network, Poverty and Race Research Action 
Council, Public Citizen. 

Responsible Endowments Coalition, Sar-
gent Shriver Center on Poverty Law, Scam 
Victims United, SEIU, Sojourners, State 
Voices, Taxpayer’s for Common Sense, The 
Association for Housing and Neighborhood 
Development, The Carrots and Sticks 
Project. 

The Fuel Savers Club, The Seminal, UNET, 
Union Plus, United for a Fair Economy, U.S. 
PIRG, Unitarian Universalist for a Just Eco-
nomic Community, United Food and Com-
mercial Workers, United States Student As-
sociation, USAction. 

Veris Wealth Partners, Veterans Chamber 
of Commerce, We The People Now, Western 
States Center, Woodstock Institute, Working 
America, World Business Academy, World 
Privacy Forum. 

STATE ORGANIZATIONS 
207 CCAG, 9 to 5, the National Association 

of Working Women (CO), AARP Rhode Is-
land, Alaska PIRG, Arizona PIRG, Arizona 
Advocacy Network, Arizonans for Respon-
sible Lending, Arkansas Community Organi-
zations, Arkansas Public Policy Panel, Asso-
ciation for Neighborhood and Housing Devel-
opment (NY). 

Audubon Partnership for Economic Devel-
opment LDC (New York, NY), Aurora 
NAACP, BAC Funding Consortium Inc. 
(Miami, FL), Beech Capital Venture Corpora-
tion (Philadelphia, PA), Bell Policy Center 
(CO), California PIRG, California Reinvest-
ment Coalition, Center for Media and De-
mocracy, Center for NYC Neighborhoods, 
Century Housing Corporation (Culver City, 
CA). 

Changer (NY), Chautauqua Home Rehabili-
tation and Improvement Corporation (NY), 
Chicago Community Loan Fund (Chicago, 
IL), Chicago Community Ventures (Chicago, 
IL), Chicago Consumer Coalition, Citizen 
Potawatomi CDC (Shawnee, OK), Club 
Change of Martin County (Florida), Coali-
tion on Homeless Housing in Ohio, Coffee 
Party of Pensacola, Florida, Coffee Party of 
Union Square, New York City. 

Colorado AFL–CIO, Colorado Center on 
Law and Policy, Colorado Immigrants Rights 
Coalition, Colorado PIRG, Colorado Spring 
NAACP, Community Action of Nebraska, 
Community Capital Development, Commu-
nity Capital Fund (Bridgeport, CT), Commu-
nity Capital of Maryland (Baltimore, MD), 
Community Development Financial Institu-
tion of the Tohono O’odham Nation (Sells, 
AZ). 

Community Redevelopment Loan and In-
vestment Fund, (Atlanta, GA), Community 
Reinvestment Association of North Carolina, 
Community Resource Group (Fayetteville, 
AR), Connecticut Association for Human 
Services, Connecticut Citizen Action Group, 
Connecticut PIRG, Consumer Assistance 
Council, Cooper Square Committee (New 
York, NY), Cooperative Fund of New Eng-
land (Wilmington, NC), Corporacion de 
Desarrollo Economico de Ceiba (Ceiba, PR). 

CWA 7777 (CO), Delta Foundation, Inc. 
(Greenville, MS), Economic Opportunity 
Fund (EOF) (Philadelphia, PA), Empire Jus-
tice Center (NY), Enterprises, Inc., Berea 
KY, Fair Housing Contact Service OH, Fed-
eration of Appalachian Housing Enterprises, 
Inc. (Berea, KY), Fitness and Praise Youth 
Development, Inc. (Baton Rouge, LA), Flor-
ida Consumer Action Network. 

Florida PIRG, Forward Community Invest-
ments (Madison, WI), Funding Partners for 
Housing Solutions (Ft. Collins, CO), Georgia 
PIRG, Grow Iowa Foundation (Greenfield, 
IA), Homewise, Inc. (Santa Fe, NM), 
Humanitas Community Development Cor-
poration, Idaho Chapter, National Associa-
tion of Social Workers, Idaho Community 
Action Network, Idaho Nevada CDFI (Poca-
tello, ID). 

Illinois PIRG, Impact Capital (Seattle, 
WA), Indiana PIRG, Indiana University 
PIRG, Information Press (CA), Iowa PIRG, 
Iowa Citizens for Community Improvement, 
JobStart Chautauqua, Inc. (Mayville, NY), 
Keystone Research Center, La Casa Federal 
Credit Union (Newark, NJ). 

Low Income Investment Fund (San Fran-
cisco, CA), Long Island Housing Services NY, 
MaineStream Finance (Bangor, ME), Mary-
land PIRG, Massachusetts Consumers’ Coali-
tion, Massachusetts Fair Housing Center, 
MASSPIRG, Michigan PIRG, Midland Com-
munity Development Corporation (Midland, 
TX). 

Midwest Minnesota Community Develop-
ment Corporation (Detroit Lakes, MN), Mile 
High Community Loan Fund (Denver, CO), 
Missouri PIRG, Montana Community Devel-
opment Corporation (Missoula, MT), Mon-
tana PIRG, Mortgage Recovery Service Cen-
ter of L.A., Neighborhood Economic Develop-
ment Advocacy Project, New Hampshire 
PIRG, New Jersey Community Capital (Tren-
ton, NJ), New Jersey Citizen Action. 

New Jersey PIRG, New Mexico PIRG, New 
York PIRG, New York City AIDS Housing 
Network, Next Step (MN), NOAH Community 
Development Fund, Inc. (Boston, MA), Non-
profit Finance Fund (New York, NY), Non-
profits Assistance Fund (Minneapolis, MN), 
North Carolina Association of Community 
Development Corporations, North Carolina 
PIRG. 

Northern Community Investment Corpora-
tion (St. Johnsbury, VT), Northside Commu-
nity Development Fund (Pittsburgh, PA), 
Ohio Capital Corporation for Housing (Co-
lumbus, OH), Ohio PIRG, Oregon State 
PIRG, Our Oregon, PennPIRG, Piedmont 
Housing Alliance (Charlottesville, VA). 

Rhode Island PIRG, Rights for All People, 
The Rocky Mountain Peace and Justice Cen-
ter, Rural Community Assistance Corpora-
tion (West Sacramento, CA), Rural Orga-
nizing Project OR, San Francisco Metropoli-
tan Transportation Authority, Seattle Eco-
nomic Development Fund dba Community 
Capital Development, SEIU Local 105 (Colo-
rado), SEIU Rhode Island, Siouxland Eco-
nomic Development Corporation (Sioux City, 
IA). 

Southern Bancorp (Arkadelphia, AR), 
TexPIRG, The Association for Housing and 
Neighborhood Development, The Fair Hous-
ing Council of Central New York, The Help 
Network, The Loan Fund (Albuquerque, NM), 
Third Reconstruction Institute (NC), V-Fam-

ily, Inc., Vermont PIRG, Village Capital Cor-
poration (Cleveland, OH). 

Virginia Citizens Consumer Council, Vir-
ginia Poverty Law Center, War on Poverty— 
Florida, Washington Community Action Net-
work, WashPIRG, Westchester Residential 
Oppurtunities Inc. NY, Wigamig Owners 
Loan Fund, Inc. (Lac du Flambeau, WI), 
WISPIRG. 

BUSINESSES 
Blu, Bowden-Gill Environmental, Commu-

nity MedPAC, Diversified Env. Planning, 
Hayden & Craig, PLLC, The Holographic 
Repatteming Institute at Austin, Mid City 
Animal Hospital (Phoenix, AZ), UNET. 

b 1810 

Mr. DICKS. Again, I strongly rise in 
support of the Holt amendment. If you 
look at history, in the years around 
2003 to 2005, this budget was cut. 

The Acting CHAIR. The time of the 
gentleman has expired. 

Mr. DICKS. Vote for the Holt amend-
ment. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. HOLT). 

The question was taken; and the Act-
ing Chair announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it. 

Mr. HOLT. Madam Chair, I demand a 
recorded vote. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from New Jersey will be 
postponed. 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR 
The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 

clause 6 of rule XVIII, proceedings will 
now resume on those amendments 
printed in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD 
on which proceedings were postponed, 
in the following order: 

Amendment No. 189 by Ms. WOOLSEY 
of California. 

Amendment No. 208 by Mr. COLE of 
Oklahoma. 

Amendment No. 514 by Mr. PRICE of 
North Carolina. 

Amendment No. 404 by Mr. WALDEN 
of Oregon. 

Amendment No. 516 by Mr. CAMP of 
Michigan. 

Amendment No. 195 by Mrs. LUMMIS 
of Wyoming. 

Amendment No. 165 by Mr. CARTER of 
Texas. 

Amendment No. 204 by Mr. SCALISE of 
Louisiana. 

Amendment No. 458 by Mr. FRANK of 
Massachusetts. 

Amendment No. 506 by Mr. HOLT of 
New Jersey. 

The Chair will reduce to 2 minutes 
the time for any electronic vote after 
the first vote in this series. 
AMENDMENT NO. 189 OFFERED BY MS. WOOLSEY 
The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished 

business is the demand for a recorded 
vote on the amendment offered by the 
gentlewoman from California (Ms. 
WOOLSEY) on which further proceedings 
were postponed and on which the noes 
prevailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate the 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment. 
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RECORDED VOTE 

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote 
has been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 91, noes 339, 
not voting 3, as follows: 

[Roll No. 80] 

AYES—91 

Amash 
Baldwin 
Bass (CA) 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Blumenauer 
Boswell 
Braley (IA) 
Capuano 
Castor (FL) 
Chu 
Clay 
Cohen 
Cooper 
Davis (IL) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Doggett 
Duncan (TN) 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Eshoo 
Farr 
Frank (MA) 
Garamendi 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Hinojosa 
Hirono 
Holt 

Honda 
Jackson (IL) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Keating 
Kind 
Kucinich 
Lee (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lynch 
Maloney 
Markey 
Matsui 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum 
McDermott 
McGovern 
Meeks 
Michaud 
Miller, George 
Moore 
Nadler 
Neal 
Olver 
Pallone 
Pastor (AZ) 
Paul 
Payne 
Pingree (ME) 
Polis 
Price (NC) 

Quigley 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Rohrabacher 
Roybal-Allard 
Royce 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Schakowsky 
Schrader 
Serrano 
Speier 
Stark 
Thompson (CA) 
Tierney 
Tonko 
Towns 
Tsongas 
Turner 
Velázquez 
Waters 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Welch 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Yarmuth 

NOES—339 

Ackerman 
Adams 
Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Altmire 
Andrews 
Austria 
Baca 
Bachmann 
Bachus 
Barletta 
Barrow 
Bartlett 
Barton (TX) 
Bass (NH) 
Benishek 
Berg 
Biggert 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Bishop (UT) 
Black 
Blackburn 
Bonner 
Bono Mack 
Boren 
Boustany 
Brady (PA) 
Brady (TX) 
Brooks 
Broun (GA) 
Brown (FL) 
Buchanan 
Bucshon 
Buerkle 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Butterfield 
Calvert 
Camp 
Campbell 
Canseco 
Cantor 
Capito 
Capps 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carney 
Carson (IN) 
Carter 
Cassidy 

Chabot 
Chaffetz 
Chandler 
Cicilline 
Clarke (MI) 
Clarke (NY) 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Coble 
Coffman (CO) 
Cole 
Conaway 
Connolly (VA) 
Conyers 
Costello 
Courtney 
Cravaack 
Crawford 
Crenshaw 
Critz 
Cuellar 
Culberson 
Cummings 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (KY) 
DeLauro 
Denham 
Dent 
DesJarlais 
Deutch 
Diaz-Balart 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dold 
Donnelly (IN) 
Doyle 
Dreier 
Duffy 
Duncan (SC) 
Ellmers 
Emerson 
Engel 
Farenthold 
Fattah 
Filner 
Fincher 
Fitzpatrick 
Flake 
Fleischmann 
Fleming 
Flores 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Foxx 

Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Fudge 
Gallegly 
Gardner 
Garrett 
Gerlach 
Gibbs 
Gibson 
Gingrey (GA) 
Gohmert 
Gonzalez 
Goodlatte 
Gosar 
Gowdy 
Granger 
Graves (GA) 
Graves (MO) 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Griffin (AR) 
Griffith (VA) 
Grimm 
Guinta 
Guthrie 
Hall 
Hanabusa 
Hanna 
Harman 
Harper 
Harris 
Hartzler 
Hastings (FL) 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayworth 
Heck 
Heinrich 
Heller 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Herrera Beutler 
Higgins 
Himes 
Hinchey 
Holden 
Hoyer 
Huelskamp 
Huizenga (MI) 
Hultgren 
Hunter 
Hurt 
Inslee 
Israel 
Issa 

Jackson Lee 
(TX) 

Jenkins 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones 
Jordan 
Kaptur 
Kelly 
Kildee 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kinzinger (IL) 
Kissell 
Kline 
Labrador 
Lamborn 
Lance 
Landry 
Langevin 
Lankford 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Latta 
Levin 
Lewis (CA) 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Loebsack 
Long 
Lowey 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Luján 
Lummis 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Mack 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
Marino 
Matheson 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McCotter 
McHenry 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
McKinley 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
McNerney 
Meehan 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 

Miller (MI) 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, Gary 
Moran 
Mulvaney 
Murphy (CT) 
Murphy (PA) 
Myrick 
Napolitano 
Neugebauer 
Noem 
Nugent 
Nunes 
Nunnelee 
Olson 
Owens 
Palazzo 
Pascrell 
Paulsen 
Pearce 
Pelosi 
Pence 
Perlmutter 
Peters 
Peterson 
Petri 
Pitts 
Platts 
Poe (TX) 
Pompeo 
Posey 
Price (GA) 
Quayle 
Reed 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Renacci 
Reyes 
Ribble 
Richardson 
Richmond 
Rigell 
Rivera 
Roby 
Roe (TN) 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rokita 
Rooney 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 
Ross (AR) 
Ross (FL) 
Rothman (NJ) 
Runyan 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Ryan (WI) 
Scalise 

Schiff 
Schilling 
Schmidt 
Schock 
Schwartz 
Schweikert 
Scott (SC) 
Scott (VA) 
Scott, Austin 
Scott, David 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Sewell 
Sherman 
Shimkus 
Shuler 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Sires 
Slaughter 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Smith (WA) 
Southerland 
Stearns 
Stivers 
Stutzman 
Sullivan 
Sutton 
Terry 
Thompson (MS) 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tiberi 
Tipton 
Upton 
Van Hollen 
Visclosky 
Walberg 
Walden 
Walsh (IL) 
Walz (MN) 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Webster 
West 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Wilson (FL) 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Wolf 
Womack 
Woodall 
Yoder 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
Young (IN) 

NOT VOTING—3 

Costa Crowley Giffords 

b 1835 
Mr. LUJÁN, Ms. HAYWORTH, 

Messrs. OWENS, MULVANEY, WALZ 
of Minnesota, Ms. GRANGER, Messrs. 
QUAYLE, COFFMAN of Colorado, and 
SCALISE changed their vote from 
‘‘aye’’ to ‘‘no.’’ 

Messrs. FARR, HONDA, Ms. BERK-
LEY, Mr. GUTIERREZ, and Ms. CHU 
changed their vote from ‘‘no’’ to ‘‘aye.’’ 

So the amendment was rejected. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
Stated against: 
Mr. TURNER. Madam Chair, on rollcall vote 

No. 80 I inadvertently voted ‘‘aye’’ when I in-
tended to vote ‘‘nay.’’ 

AMENDMENT NO. 208 OFFERED BY MR. COLE OF 
OKLAHOMA 

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished 
business is the demand for a recorded 
vote on the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Oklahoma (Mr. COLE) 
on which further proceedings were 
postponed and on which the ayes pre-
vailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate the 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment. 

RECORDED VOTE 

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote 
has been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The Acting CHAIR. This will be a 2- 

minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 247, noes 175, 
not voting 11, as follows: 

[Roll No. 81] 

AYES—247 

Adams 
Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Altmire 
Amash 
Austria 
Bachmann 
Bachus 
Barletta 
Bartlett 
Barton (TX) 
Bass (NH) 
Benishek 
Berg 
Biggert 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (UT) 
Black 
Blackburn 
Bonner 
Bono Mack 
Boren 
Boustany 
Brady (TX) 
Brooks 
Broun (GA) 
Buchanan 
Bucshon 
Buerkle 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Calvert 
Camp 
Campbell 
Canseco 
Cantor 
Capito 
Carter 
Cassidy 
Chabot 
Chaffetz 
Chandler 
Coble 
Cole 
Conaway 
Costa 
Costello 
Cravaack 
Crawford 
Crenshaw 
Cuellar 
Culberson 
Davis (KY) 
DeFazio 
Denham 
Dent 
DesJarlais 
Diaz-Balart 
Donnelly (IN) 
Dreier 
Duffy 
Duncan (SC) 
Duncan (TN) 
Ellmers 
Emerson 
Farenthold 
Fincher 
Fitzpatrick 
Flake 
Fleischmann 
Fleming 
Flores 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Gardner 

Garrett 
Gerlach 
Gibbs 
Gibson 
Gingrey (GA) 
Gohmert 
Goodlatte 
Gosar 
Gowdy 
Granger 
Graves (GA) 
Griffin (AR) 
Griffith (VA) 
Grimm 
Guinta 
Guthrie 
Hall 
Hanna 
Harper 
Harris 
Hartzler 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayworth 
Heck 
Heller 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Herrera Beutler 
Huelskamp 
Huizenga (MI) 
Hultgren 
Hunter 
Hurt 
Issa 
Jenkins 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jordan 
Kelly 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kinzinger (IL) 
Kline 
Labrador 
Lamborn 
Lance 
Landry 
Lankford 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Latta 
Lewis (CA) 
LoBiondo 
Long 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Lummis 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Mack 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
Marino 
Matheson 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McCotter 
McHenry 
McKeon 
McKinley 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
Meehan 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller, Gary 
Mulvaney 

Murphy (PA) 
Myrick 
Neugebauer 
Noem 
Nugent 
Nunes 
Nunnelee 
Olson 
Palazzo 
Paul 
Paulsen 
Pearce 
Pence 
Petri 
Pitts 
Platts 
Poe (TX) 
Pompeo 
Posey 
Price (GA) 
Quayle 
Rahall 
Reed 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Renacci 
Ribble 
Rigell 
Rivera 
Roby 
Roe (TN) 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Rokita 
Rooney 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 
Ross (AR) 
Ross (FL) 
Royce 
Runyan 
Ryan (WI) 
Scalise 
Schiff 
Schilling 
Schmidt 
Schock 
Schweikert 
Scott (SC) 
Scott, Austin 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shimkus 
Shuler 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Southerland 
Stearns 
Stivers 
Stutzman 
Terry 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tiberi 
Tipton 
Upton 
Walberg 
Walden 
Walsh (IL) 
Webster 
West 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Wolf 
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Womack 
Woodall 

Yoder 
Young (AK) 

Young (FL) 
Young (IN) 

NOES—175 

Ackerman 
Andrews 
Baca 
Baldwin 
Barrow 
Bass (CA) 
Berkley 
Berman 
Bishop (NY) 
Blumenauer 
Boswell 
Brady (PA) 
Braley (IA) 
Brown (FL) 
Butterfield 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carney 
Carson (IN) 
Castor (FL) 
Chu 
Cicilline 
Clarke (MI) 
Clarke (NY) 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 
Connolly (VA) 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Courtney 
Critz 
Cummings 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (IL) 
DeGette 
DeLauro 
Deutch 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Doyle 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Frank (MA) 
Fudge 
Garamendi 
Gonzalez 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 

Hanabusa 
Harman 
Hastings (FL) 
Heinrich 
Himes 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hirono 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hoyer 
Inslee 
Israel 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson Lee 

(TX) 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Jones 
Kaptur 
Keating 
Kildee 
Kind 
Kissell 
Kucinich 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Lee (CA) 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
Loebsack 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Luján 
Lynch 
Maloney 
Markey 
Matsui 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McIntyre 
McNerney 
Meeks 
Michaud 
Miller (NC) 
Moore 
Moran 
Murphy (CT) 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal 
Olver 
Owens 
Pallone 
Pascrell 

Pastor (AZ) 
Payne 
Pelosi 
Perlmutter 
Peters 
Peterson 
Pingree (ME) 
Polis 
Price (NC) 
Quigley 
Rangel 
Reyes 
Richardson 
Richmond 
Rothman (NJ) 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Schakowsky 
Schrader 
Schwartz 
Scott (VA) 
Scott, David 
Serrano 
Sewell 
Sherman 
Sires 
Slaughter 
Smith (WA) 
Speier 
Stark 
Sutton 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Tierney 
Tonko 
Towns 
Tsongas 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walz (MN) 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Welch 
Wilson (FL) 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Yarmuth 

NOT VOTING—11 

Becerra 
Bishop (GA) 
Coffman (CO) 
Crowley 

Dold 
Giffords 
Graves (MO) 
Higgins 

Miller, George 
Sullivan 
Turner 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR 
The Acting CHAIR (during the vote). 

There is 1 minute remaining in this 
vote. 

b 1838 

So the amendment was agreed to. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
Stated for: 
Mr. COFFMAN of Colorado. Madam Chair, 

on rollcall No. 81, had I been present, I would 
have voted ‘‘yes.’’ 

Mr. TURNER. Madam Chair, on rollcall No. 
81, I was unavoidably detained. Had I been 
present, I would have voted ‘‘yes.’’ 

Mr. DOLD. Madam Chair, on rollcall No. 81, 
I was unavoidably detained. Had I been 
present, I would have voted ‘‘yes.’’ 

AMENDMENT NO. 514 OFFERED BY MR. PRICE OF 
NORTH CAROLINA 

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished 
business is the demand for a recorded 

vote on the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from North Carolina (Mr. 
PRICE) on which further proceedings 
were postponed and on which the ayes 
prevailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate the 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment. 

RECORDED VOTE 

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote 
has been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The Acting CHAIR. This will be a 2- 

minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 267, noes 159, 
answered ‘‘present’’ 1, not voting 6, as 
follows: 

[Roll No. 82] 

AYES—267 

Ackerman 
Altmire 
Andrews 
Austria 
Baca 
Baldwin 
Barletta 
Barrow 
Bartlett 
Bass (CA) 
Bass (NH) 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Bishop (UT) 
Blumenauer 
Bono Mack 
Boren 
Boswell 
Brady (PA) 
Braley (IA) 
Brooks 
Brown (FL) 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Butterfield 
Camp 
Capito 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carney 
Carson (IN) 
Chabot 
Chandler 
Chu 
Cicilline 
Clarke (MI) 
Clarke (NY) 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Coble 
Coffman (CO) 
Cohen 
Connolly (VA) 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello 
Courtney 
Critz 
Cuellar 
Cummings 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (IL) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
DeLauro 
Dent 
Deutch 
Diaz-Balart 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Dold 
Donnelly (IN) 

Doyle 
Duffy 
Duncan (TN) 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Emerson 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Fincher 
Fitzpatrick 
Forbes 
Frank (MA) 
Frelinghuysen 
Fudge 
Garamendi 
Gerlach 
Gibson 
Gohmert 
Gonzalez 
Gosar 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Grimm 
Guinta 
Gutierrez 
Hanabusa 
Hanna 
Harman 
Hastings (FL) 
Hayworth 
Heinrich 
Higgins 
Himes 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hoyer 
Huizenga (MI) 
Hultgren 
Hunter 
Inslee 
Israel 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson Lee 

(TX) 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Jones 
Kaptur 
Keating 
Kelly 
Kildee 
Kind 
King (NY) 
Kinzinger (IL) 
Kissell 
Kucinich 
Lance 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Latham 
Lee (CA) 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 

Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Loebsack 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Luján 
Lynch 
Maloney 
Manzullo 
Marino 
Markey 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum 
McCotter 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McHenry 
McIntyre 
McKinley 
McNerney 
Meehan 
Meeks 
Mica 
Michaud 
Miller (MI) 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, George 
Moore 
Moran 
Murphy (CT) 
Murphy (PA) 
Myrick 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal 
Olson 
Olver 
Owens 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor (AZ) 
Payne 
Pelosi 
Perlmutter 
Peters 
Peterson 
Pingree (ME) 
Platts 
Polis 
Price (GA) 
Price (NC) 
Quigley 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Reed 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Reyes 
Ribble 
Richardson 
Richmond 
Rigell 
Rivera 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (MI) 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Ross (AR) 
Rothman (NJ) 
Roybal-Allard 

Ruppersberger 
Ryan (OH) 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Scalise 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schilling 
Schrader 
Schwartz 
Scott (VA) 
Scott, Austin 
Scott, David 
Serrano 
Sewell 
Sherman 
Shimkus 

Shuler 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Sires 
Slaughter 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (WA) 
Speier 
Stark 
Sullivan 
Sutton 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Tiberi 
Tierney 
Tonko 
Towns 
Tsongas 
Turner 

Upton 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walden 
Walz (MN) 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Welch 
Wilson (FL) 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Yarmuth 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NOES—159 

Adams 
Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Bachmann 
Bachus 
Barton (TX) 
Benishek 
Berg 
Biggert 
Bilbray 
Black 
Blackburn 
Bonner 
Boustany 
Brady (TX) 
Broun (GA) 
Buchanan 
Bucshon 
Buerkle 
Calvert 
Campbell 
Canseco 
Cantor 
Carter 
Cassidy 
Castor (FL) 
Chaffetz 
Cole 
Conaway 
Cravaack 
Crawford 
Crenshaw 
Culberson 
Davis (KY) 
Denham 
DesJarlais 
Dreier 
Duncan (SC) 
Ellmers 
Farenthold 
Flake 
Fleischmann 
Fleming 
Flores 
Fortenberry 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Gallegly 
Gardner 
Garrett 
Gibbs 
Gingrey (GA) 
Goodlatte 

Gowdy 
Granger 
Graves (GA) 
Graves (MO) 
Griffin (AR) 
Griffith (VA) 
Guthrie 
Hall 
Harper 
Harris 
Hartzler 
Hastings (WA) 
Heck 
Heller 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Herrera Beutler 
Hirono 
Huelskamp 
Hurt 
Issa 
Jenkins 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jordan 
King (IA) 
Kingston 
Kline 
Labrador 
Lamborn 
Landry 
Lankford 
Latta 
Lewis (CA) 
Long 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Lummis 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Mack 
Marchant 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McKeon 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
Miller (FL) 
Miller, Gary 
Mulvaney 
Neugebauer 
Noem 

Nugent 
Nunes 
Nunnelee 
Palazzo 
Paul 
Paulsen 
Pearce 
Pence 
Petri 
Pitts 
Poe (TX) 
Pompeo 
Posey 
Quayle 
Renacci 
Roby 
Roe (TN) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rohrabacher 
Rokita 
Rooney 
Roskam 
Ross (FL) 
Royce 
Runyan 
Rush 
Ryan (WI) 
Schmidt 
Schock 
Schweikert 
Scott (SC) 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (TX) 
Southerland 
Stearns 
Stutzman 
Terry 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tipton 
Walberg 
Walsh (IL) 
Webster 
West 
Westmoreland 
Wittman 
Wolf 
Womack 
Woodall 
Yoder 
Young (IN) 

ANSWERED ‘‘PRESENT’’—1 

Amash 

NOT VOTING—6 

Crowley 
Giffords 

LaTourette 
Stivers 

Whitfield 
Wilson (SC) 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR 
The Acting CHAIR (during the vote). 

There is 1 minute remaining in this 
vote. 

b 1842 
Messrs. DICKS and PALLONE 

changed their vote from ‘‘no’’ to ‘‘aye.’’ 
So the amendment was agreed to. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
AMENDMENT NO. 404 OFFERED BY MR. WALDEN 
The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished 

business is the demand for a recorded 
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH1140 February 17, 2011 
vote on the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Oregon (Mr. WALDEN) 
on which further proceedings were 
postponed and on which the ayes pre-
vailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate the 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment. 

RECORDED VOTE 

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote 
has been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The Acting CHAIR. This will be a 2- 

minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 244, noes 181, 
not voting 8, as follows: 

[Roll No. 83] 

AYES—244 

Adams 
Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Amash 
Austria 
Bachmann 
Bachus 
Barletta 
Barrow 
Bartlett 
Barton (TX) 
Bass (NH) 
Benishek 
Berg 
Biggert 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (UT) 
Black 
Blackburn 
Bonner 
Bono Mack 
Boren 
Boswell 
Boustany 
Brooks 
Broun (GA) 
Buchanan 
Bucshon 
Buerkle 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Calvert 
Camp 
Campbell 
Canseco 
Cantor 
Capito 
Carter 
Cassidy 
Chabot 
Chaffetz 
Coble 
Coffman (CO) 
Cole 
Conaway 
Cravaack 
Crawford 
Crenshaw 
Cuellar 
Culberson 
Davis (KY) 
Denham 
Dent 
DesJarlais 
Diaz-Balart 
Dold 
Dreier 
Duffy 
Duncan (SC) 
Duncan (TN) 
Ellmers 
Emerson 
Farenthold 
Fincher 
Fitzpatrick 
Flake 
Fleischmann 
Fleming 
Flores 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 

Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Gardner 
Garrett 
Gerlach 
Gibbs 
Gibson 
Gingrey (GA) 
Gohmert 
Goodlatte 
Gosar 
Gowdy 
Granger 
Graves (GA) 
Graves (MO) 
Griffin (AR) 
Griffith (VA) 
Grimm 
Guinta 
Guthrie 
Hall 
Hanna 
Harper 
Harris 
Hartzler 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayworth 
Heck 
Heller 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Herrera Beutler 
Hinojosa 
Holden 
Huelskamp 
Huizenga (MI) 
Hultgren 
Hunter 
Hurt 
Issa 
Jenkins 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones 
Jordan 
Kelly 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kinzinger (IL) 
Kline 
Labrador 
Lamborn 
Lance 
Landry 
Lankford 
Larsen (WA) 
Latham 
Latta 
LoBiondo 
Long 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Lummis 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Mack 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
Marino 

McCarthy (CA) 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McCotter 
McHenry 
McKeon 
McKinley 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
Meehan 
Meeks 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller, Gary 
Mulvaney 
Murphy (PA) 
Myrick 
Neugebauer 
Noem 
Nugent 
Nunes 
Nunnelee 
Olson 
Palazzo 
Paul 
Paulsen 
Pence 
Peterson 
Petri 
Pitts 
Platts 
Poe (TX) 
Pompeo 
Posey 
Price (GA) 
Quayle 
Reed 
Rehberg 
Renacci 
Ribble 
Rivera 
Roby 
Roe (TN) 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Rokita 
Rooney 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 
Ross (FL) 
Royce 
Runyan 
Ryan (WI) 
Scalise 
Schilling 
Schmidt 
Schock 
Schweikert 
Scott (SC) 
Scott, Austin 
Scott, David 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Southerland 

Stearns 
Stivers 
Stutzman 
Sullivan 
Terry 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tiberi 
Tipton 

Turner 
Upton 
Walberg 
Walden 
Walsh (IL) 
Webster 
West 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 

Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Wolf 
Womack 
Woodall 
Yoder 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
Young (IN) 

NOES—181 

Ackerman 
Altmire 
Andrews 
Baca 
Baldwin 
Bass (CA) 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Blumenauer 
Brady (PA) 
Brown (FL) 
Butterfield 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carney 
Carson (IN) 
Castor (FL) 
Chandler 
Chu 
Cicilline 
Clarke (MI) 
Clarke (NY) 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 
Connolly (VA) 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello 
Courtney 
Critz 
Cummings 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (IL) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
DeLauro 
Deutch 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Donnelly (IN) 
Doyle 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Frank (MA) 
Fudge 
Garamendi 
Gonzalez 
Green, Al 

Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Hanabusa 
Harman 
Hastings (FL) 
Heinrich 
Higgins 
Himes 
Hinchey 
Hirono 
Holt 
Honda 
Hoyer 
Inslee 
Israel 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson Lee 

(TX) 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Keating 
Kildee 
Kind 
Kissell 
Kucinich 
Langevin 
Larson (CT) 
LaTourette 
Lee (CA) 
Levin 
Lewis (CA) 
Lipinski 
Loebsack 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Luján 
Lynch 
Maloney 
Markey 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McIntyre 
McNerney 
Michaud 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, George 
Moore 
Moran 
Murphy (CT) 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal 
Olver 
Owens 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor (AZ) 

Payne 
Pelosi 
Perlmutter 
Peters 
Pingree (ME) 
Polis 
Price (NC) 
Quigley 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Reichert 
Reyes 
Richardson 
Richmond 
Rigell 
Ross (AR) 
Rothman (NJ) 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schrader 
Schwartz 
Scott (VA) 
Serrano 
Sewell 
Sherman 
Shuler 
Slaughter 
Smith (WA) 
Speier 
Stark 
Sutton 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Tierney 
Tonko 
Towns 
Tsongas 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walz (MN) 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Welch 
Wilson (FL) 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Yarmuth 

NOT VOTING—8 

Brady (TX) 
Braley (IA) 
Crowley 

Giffords 
Kaptur 
Lewis (GA) 

Pearce 
Sires 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR 

The Acting CHAIR (during the vote). 
There is 1 minute remaining in this 
vote. 

b 1845 

So the amendment was agreed to. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
Stated for: 
Mr. LEWIS of California. Madam Chair, dur-

ing voting on Walden Amendment No. 404 to 
H.R. 1, I intended to vote ‘‘yes’’ in support of 
the amendment, but accidentally voted ‘‘no’’ 
due to the confusion of two-minute voting in-
crements on a long series of amendments. 

AMENDMENT NO. 516 OFFERED BY MR. CAMP 

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished 
business is the demand for a recorded 
vote on the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Michigan (Mr. CAMP) 
on which further proceedings were 
postponed and on which the noes pre-
vailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate the 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment. 

RECORDED VOTE 

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote 
has been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The Acting CHAIR. This will be a 2- 

minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 137, noes 292, 
answered ‘‘present’’ 1, not voting 3, as 
follows: 

[Roll No. 84] 

AYES—137 

Ackerman 
Amash 
Andrews 
Austria 
Bachmann 
Bartlett 
Bass (NH) 
Benishek 
Berg 
Berkley 
Berman 
Bilirakis 
Black 
Blumenauer 
Boren 
Brady (TX) 
Buchanan 
Buerkle 
Camp 
Campbell 
Cantor 
Capps 
Cardoza 
Carter 
Castor (FL) 
Clarke (MI) 
Coble 
Coffman (CO) 
Cole 
Conaway 
Connolly (VA) 
Conyers 
Costa 
Cravaack 
Crenshaw 
Culberson 
Davis (KY) 
DeFazio 
Dent 
Diaz-Balart 
Dingell 
Duffy 
Engel 
Farr 
Fitzpatrick 
Franks (AZ) 
Garamendi 

Garrett 
Gerlach 
Gohmert 
Granger 
Harris 
Hayworth 
Heinrich 
Heller 
Herger 
Higgins 
Huizenga (MI) 
Jenkins 
Johnson (OH) 
Jordan 
Kaptur 
Kelly 
Kildee 
King (IA) 
Kissell 
Kline 
Kucinich 
LaTourette 
Latta 
Levin 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lucas 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Maloney 
Marchant 
Matsui 
McCaul 
McCotter 
McDermott 
McIntyre 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
Mica 
Miller (MI) 
Miller, George 
Murphy (PA) 
Nunes 
Olson 
Olver 
Palazzo 
Pallone 
Pascrell 

Paul 
Paulsen 
Payne 
Pearce 
Pelosi 
Peters 
Petri 
Reichert 
Rivera 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rooney 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roybal-Allard 
Royce 
Runyan 
Ryan (OH) 
Ryan (WI) 
Sarbanes 
Schakowsky 
Schmidt 
Scott (VA) 
Scott, David 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Slaughter 
Smith (TX) 
Sullivan 
Sutton 
Terry 
Thompson (CA) 
Thornberry 
Tiberi 
Turner 
Upton 
Walberg 
Walden 
Weiner 
West 
Woodall 
Wu 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NOES—292 

Adams 
Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Altmire 
Baca 
Bachus 
Baldwin 
Barletta 
Barrow 
Barton (TX) 
Bass (CA) 
Becerra 
Biggert 
Bilbray 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Bishop (UT) 

Blackburn 
Bonner 
Bono Mack 
Boswell 
Boustany 
Brady (PA) 
Braley (IA) 
Brooks 
Broun (GA) 
Brown (FL) 
Bucshon 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Butterfield 
Calvert 
Canseco 
Capito 
Capuano 

Carnahan 
Carney 
Carson (IN) 
Cassidy 
Chabot 
Chaffetz 
Chandler 
Chu 
Cicilline 
Clarke (NY) 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 
Cooper 
Costello 
Courtney 
Crawford 
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Critz 
Cuellar 
Cummings 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (IL) 
DeGette 
DeLauro 
Denham 
DesJarlais 
Deutch 
Dicks 
Doggett 
Dold 
Donnelly (IN) 
Doyle 
Dreier 
Duncan (SC) 
Duncan (TN) 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Ellmers 
Emerson 
Eshoo 
Fattah 
Filner 
Fincher 
Flake 
Fleischmann 
Fleming 
Flores 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Foxx 
Frank (MA) 
Frelinghuysen 
Fudge 
Gallegly 
Gardner 
Gibbs 
Gibson 
Gingrey (GA) 
Gonzalez 
Goodlatte 
Gosar 
Gowdy 
Graves (GA) 
Graves (MO) 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Griffin (AR) 
Griffith (VA) 
Grijalva 
Grimm 
Guinta 
Guthrie 
Gutierrez 
Hall 
Hanabusa 
Hanna 
Harman 
Harper 
Hartzler 
Hastings (FL) 
Hastings (WA) 
Heck 
Hensarling 
Herrera Beutler 
Himes 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hirono 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hoyer 
Huelskamp 
Hultgren 
Hunter 
Hurt 
Inslee 
Israel 

Issa 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson Lee 

(TX) 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones 
Keating 
Kind 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kinzinger (IL) 
Labrador 
Lamborn 
Lance 
Landry 
Langevin 
Lankford 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Latham 
Lee (CA) 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Loebsack 
Long 
Lowey 
Luetkemeyer 
Luján 
Lummis 
Lynch 
Mack 
Manzullo 
Marino 
Markey 
Matheson 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCarthy (NY) 
McClintock 
McCollum 
McGovern 
McHenry 
McKeon 
McKinley 
McNerney 
Meehan 
Meeks 
Michaud 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, Gary 
Moore 
Moran 
Mulvaney 
Murphy (CT) 
Myrick 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal 
Neugebauer 
Noem 
Nugent 
Nunnelee 
Owens 
Pastor (AZ) 
Pence 
Perlmutter 
Peterson 
Pingree (ME) 
Pitts 
Platts 
Poe (TX) 
Polis 
Pompeo 
Posey 
Price (GA) 
Price (NC) 

Quayle 
Quigley 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Reed 
Rehberg 
Renacci 
Reyes 
Ribble 
Richardson 
Richmond 
Roby 
Roe (TN) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rohrabacher 
Rokita 
Roskam 
Ross (AR) 
Ross (FL) 
Rothman (NJ) 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Scalise 
Schiff 
Schilling 
Schock 
Schrader 
Schwartz 
Schweikert 
Scott (SC) 
Scott, Austin 
Serrano 
Sewell 
Sherman 
Shimkus 
Shuler 
Sires 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (WA) 
Southerland 
Speier 
Stark 
Stearns 
Stivers 
Stutzman 
Thompson (MS) 
Thompson (PA) 
Tierney 
Tipton 
Tonko 
Towns 
Tsongas 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walsh (IL) 
Walz (MN) 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 
Watt 
Waxman 
Webster 
Welch 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Wilson (FL) 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Wolf 
Womack 
Woolsey 
Yarmuth 
Yoder 
Young (IN) 

ANSWERED ‘‘PRESENT’’—1 

Rigell 

NOT VOTING—3 

Crowley Farenthold Giffords 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR 

The Acting CHAIR (during the vote). 
There is 1 minute remaining in this 
vote. 

b 1851 

Mr. LYNCH changed his vote from 
‘‘aye’’ to ‘‘no.’’ 

Mr. WU, Ms. MATSUI, and Mr. BU-
CHANAN changed their vote from ‘‘no’’ 
to ‘‘aye.’’ 

So the amendment was rejected. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
AMENDMENT NO. 195 OFFERED BY MRS. LUMMIS 

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished 
business is the demand for a recorded 
vote on the amendment offered by the 
gentlewoman from Wyoming (Mrs. 
LUMMIS) on which further proceedings 
were postponed and on which the ayes 
prevailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate the 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment. 

RECORDED VOTE 

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote 
has been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The Acting CHAIR. This will be a 2- 

minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 232, noes 197, 
not voting 4, as follows: 

[Roll No. 85] 

AYES—232 

Adams 
Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Amash 
Austria 
Bachmann 
Bachus 
Barletta 
Bartlett 
Barton (TX) 
Bass (NH) 
Benishek 
Berg 
Biggert 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (UT) 
Black 
Blackburn 
Bonner 
Bono Mack 
Boustany 
Brady (TX) 
Brooks 
Broun (GA) 
Buchanan 
Bucshon 
Buerkle 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Calvert 
Camp 
Campbell 
Canseco 
Cantor 
Cardoza 
Carter 
Cassidy 
Chabot 
Chaffetz 
Coble 
Coffman (CO) 
Cole 
Conaway 
Costa 
Cravaack 
Crawford 
Crenshaw 
Culberson 
Davis (KY) 
Denham 
Dent 
DesJarlais 
Dold 
Donnelly (IN) 
Dreier 
Duffy 
Duncan (SC) 
Duncan (TN) 
Ellmers 

Emerson 
Fincher 
Flake 
Fleischmann 
Fleming 
Flores 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Gardner 
Garrett 
Gibbs 
Gibson 
Gingrey (GA) 
Gohmert 
Goodlatte 
Gosar 
Gowdy 
Granger 
Graves (GA) 
Graves (MO) 
Griffin (AR) 
Griffith (VA) 
Grimm 
Guinta 
Guthrie 
Hall 
Hanna 
Harper 
Harris 
Hartzler 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayworth 
Heck 
Heller 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Herrera Beutler 
Huelskamp 
Huizenga (MI) 
Hultgren 
Hunter 
Hurt 
Issa 
Jenkins 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones 
Jordan 
Kelly 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kinzinger (IL) 
Kline 
Labrador 
Lamborn 
Lance 

Landry 
Lankford 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Latta 
Lewis (CA) 
LoBiondo 
Long 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Lummis 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Mack 
Marchant 
Marino 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McCotter 
McHenry 
McKeon 
McKinley 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller, Gary 
Mulvaney 
Murphy (PA) 
Myrick 
Neugebauer 
Noem 
Nugent 
Nunes 
Nunnelee 
Olson 
Palazzo 
Paul 
Paulsen 
Pearce 
Pence 
Peterson 
Petri 
Pitts 
Platts 
Poe (TX) 
Pompeo 
Posey 
Price (GA) 
Quayle 
Reed 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Renacci 
Ribble 
Rigell 
Roby 
Roe (TN) 
Rogers (AL) 

Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Rokita 
Rooney 
Roskam 
Ross (FL) 
Royce 
Runyan 
Ryan (WI) 
Scalise 
Schilling 
Schmidt 
Schock 
Schweikert 
Scott (SC) 
Scott, Austin 

Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shimkus 
Shuler 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (TX) 
Southerland 
Stearns 
Stivers 
Stutzman 
Sullivan 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tiberi 
Tipton 

Upton 
Walberg 
Walden 
Walsh (IL) 
Webster 
West 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Wolf 
Womack 
Woodall 
Yoder 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
Young (IN) 

NOES—197 

Ackerman 
Altmire 
Andrews 
Baca 
Baldwin 
Barrow 
Bass (CA) 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Blumenauer 
Boren 
Boswell 
Brady (PA) 
Braley (IA) 
Brown (FL) 
Butterfield 
Capito 
Capps 
Capuano 
Carnahan 
Carney 
Carson (IN) 
Castor (FL) 
Chandler 
Chu 
Cicilline 
Clarke (MI) 
Clarke (NY) 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 
Connolly (VA) 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costello 
Courtney 
Critz 
Cuellar 
Cummings 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (IL) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
DeLauro 
Deutch 
Diaz-Balart 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Doyle 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Fitzpatrick 
Frank (MA) 
Fudge 
Garamendi 
Gerlach 
Gonzalez 

Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Hanabusa 
Harman 
Hastings (FL) 
Heinrich 
Higgins 
Himes 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hirono 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hoyer 
Inslee 
Israel 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson Lee 

(TX) 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Kaptur 
Keating 
Kildee 
Kind 
Kissell 
Kucinich 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Lee (CA) 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
Loebsack 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Luján 
Lynch 
Maloney 
Manzullo 
Markey 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McIntyre 
McNerney 
Meehan 
Meeks 
Michaud 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, George 
Moore 
Moran 
Murphy (CT) 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal 
Olver 
Owens 

Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor (AZ) 
Payne 
Pelosi 
Perlmutter 
Peters 
Pingree (ME) 
Polis 
Price (NC) 
Quigley 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Reyes 
Richardson 
Richmond 
Rivera 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Ross (AR) 
Rothman (NJ) 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schrader 
Schwartz 
Scott (VA) 
Scott, David 
Serrano 
Sewell 
Sherman 
Sires 
Slaughter 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (WA) 
Speier 
Stark 
Sutton 
Terry 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Tierney 
Tonko 
Towns 
Tsongas 
Turner 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Welch 
Wilson (FL) 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Yarmuth 

NOT VOTING—4 

Crowley 
Farenthold 

Giffords 
Walz (MN) 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR 

The Acting CHAIR (during the vote). 
There is 1 minute remaining in this 
vote. 

b 1854 

So the amendment was agreed to. 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 07:10 Feb 18, 2011 Jkt 099060 PO 00000 Frm 00069 Fmt 7634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\A17FE7.059 H17FEPT1jb
el

l o
n 

D
S

K
J8

S
O

Y
B

1P
R

O
D

 w
ith

 H
O

U
S

E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH1142 February 17, 2011 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
AMENDMENT NO. 165 OFFERED BY MR. CARTER 

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished 
business is the demand for a recorded 
vote on the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Texas (Mr. CARTER) on 
which further proceedings were post-
poned and on which the ayes prevailed 
by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate the 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment. 

RECORDED VOTE 

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote 
has been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The Acting CHAIR. This will be a 2- 

minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 250, noes 177, 
not voting 6, as follows: 

[Roll No. 86] 

AYES—250 

Adams 
Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Altmire 
Amash 
Austria 
Bachmann 
Bachus 
Barletta 
Barrow 
Bartlett 
Barton (TX) 
Benishek 
Berg 
Berkley 
Biggert 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (UT) 
Black 
Blackburn 
Bonner 
Bono Mack 
Boren 
Boustany 
Brady (TX) 
Brooks 
Broun (GA) 
Buchanan 
Bucshon 
Buerkle 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Calvert 
Camp 
Campbell 
Canseco 
Cantor 
Capito 
Cardoza 
Carter 
Cassidy 
Chabot 
Chaffetz 
Coble 
Coffman (CO) 
Cole 
Conaway 
Costa 
Costello 
Cravaack 
Crawford 
Crenshaw 
Critz 
Cuellar 
Culberson 
Davis (KY) 
Denham 
Dent 
DesJarlais 
Diaz-Balart 
Dold 
Donnelly (IN) 
Dreier 
Duffy 

Duncan (SC) 
Duncan (TN) 
Ellmers 
Emerson 
Fincher 
Fitzpatrick 
Flake 
Fleischmann 
Fleming 
Flores 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Gardner 
Garrett 
Gerlach 
Gibbs 
Gibson 
Gingrey (GA) 
Gohmert 
Goodlatte 
Gosar 
Gowdy 
Granger 
Graves (GA) 
Graves (MO) 
Green, Gene 
Griffin (AR) 
Griffith (VA) 
Grimm 
Guinta 
Guthrie 
Hall 
Hanna 
Harper 
Harris 
Hartzler 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayworth 
Heck 
Heller 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Herrera Beutler 
Holden 
Huelskamp 
Huizenga (MI) 
Hultgren 
Hunter 
Hurt 
Issa 
Jenkins 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones 
Jordan 
Kelly 
Kind 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kinzinger (IL) 
Kissell 

Kline 
Labrador 
Lamborn 
Landry 
Lankford 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Latta 
Lewis (CA) 
Lipinski 
Long 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Lummis 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Mack 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
Marino 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McCotter 
McHenry 
McKeon 
McKinley 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
Meehan 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller, Gary 
Mulvaney 
Murphy (PA) 
Myrick 
Neugebauer 
Noem 
Nugent 
Nunes 
Nunnelee 
Olson 
Palazzo 
Paul 
Paulsen 
Pearce 
Pence 
Peterson 
Petri 
Pitts 
Platts 
Poe (TX) 
Pompeo 
Posey 
Price (GA) 
Quayle 
Rahall 
Reed 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Renacci 
Ribble 
Rigell 
Rivera 
Roby 

Roe (TN) 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Rokita 
Rooney 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 
Ross (AR) 
Ross (FL) 
Royce 
Runyan 
Ryan (WI) 
Scalise 
Schilling 
Schmidt 
Schrader 

Schweikert 
Scott (SC) 
Scott, Austin 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (TX) 
Southerland 
Stearns 
Stivers 
Stutzman 
Sullivan 
Terry 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 

Tiberi 
Tipton 
Turner 
Upton 
Walberg 
Walden 
Walsh (IL) 
Webster 
West 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Womack 
Woodall 
Yoder 
Young (AK) 
Young (IN) 

NOES—177 

Ackerman 
Andrews 
Baca 
Baldwin 
Bass (CA) 
Bass (NH) 
Becerra 
Berman 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Blumenauer 
Boswell 
Brady (PA) 
Braley (IA) 
Brown (FL) 
Butterfield 
Capps 
Capuano 
Carnahan 
Carney 
Carson (IN) 
Castor (FL) 
Chandler 
Chu 
Cicilline 
Clarke (MI) 
Clarke (NY) 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 
Connolly (VA) 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Courtney 
Cummings 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (IL) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
DeLauro 
Deutch 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Doyle 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Frank (MA) 
Fudge 
Garamendi 
Gonzalez 
Green, Al 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 

Hanabusa 
Harman 
Hastings (FL) 
Heinrich 
Higgins 
Himes 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hirono 
Holt 
Honda 
Hoyer 
Inslee 
Israel 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson Lee 

(TX) 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Kaptur 
Keating 
Kildee 
Kucinich 
Lance 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Lee (CA) 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
LoBiondo 
Loebsack 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Luján 
Lynch 
Maloney 
Markey 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McNerney 
Meeks 
Michaud 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, George 
Moore 
Moran 
Murphy (CT) 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal 
Olver 
Owens 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor (AZ) 

Payne 
Pelosi 
Perlmutter 
Peters 
Pingree (ME) 
Polis 
Price (NC) 
Quigley 
Rangel 
Reyes 
Richardson 
Richmond 
Rothman (NJ) 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schwartz 
Scott (VA) 
Scott, David 
Serrano 
Sewell 
Sherman 
Shuler 
Sires 
Slaughter 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (WA) 
Speier 
Stark 
Sutton 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Tierney 
Tonko 
Towns 
Tsongas 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walz (MN) 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Welch 
Wilson (FL) 
Wolf 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Yarmuth 
Young (FL) 

NOT VOTING—6 

Crowley 
Farenthold 

Giffords 
Larson (CT) 

McIntyre 
Schock 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR 
The Acting CHAIR (during the vote). 

There is 1 minute remaining in this 
vote. 

b 1857 

So the amendment was agreed to. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
Stated against: 
Mr. MCINTYRE. During rollcall vote number 

86 on February 17, 2011, I was unavoidably 

detained. Had I been present, I would have 
voted ‘‘no.’’ 

AMENDMENT NO. 204 OFFERED BY MR. SCALISE 

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished 
business is the demand for a recorded 
vote on the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Louisiana (Mr. 
SCALISE) on which further proceedings 
were postponed and on which the noes 
prevailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate the 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment. 

RECORDED VOTE 

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote 
has been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The Acting CHAIR. This will be a 2- 

minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 249, noes 179, 
answered ‘‘present’’ 1, not voting 4, as 
follows: 

[Roll No. 87] 

AYES—249 

Adams 
Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Austria 
Bachmann 
Bachus 
Barletta 
Bartlett 
Barton (TX) 
Bass (NH) 
Benishek 
Berg 
Biggert 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (UT) 
Black 
Blackburn 
Bonner 
Bono Mack 
Boren 
Boustany 
Brady (TX) 
Brooks 
Broun (GA) 
Buchanan 
Bucshon 
Buerkle 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Calvert 
Camp 
Campbell 
Canseco 
Cantor 
Capito 
Carter 
Cassidy 
Chabot 
Chaffetz 
Chandler 
Coble 
Coffman (CO) 
Cole 
Conaway 
Costello 
Cravaack 
Crawford 
Crenshaw 
Cuellar 
Culberson 
Davis (KY) 
DeFazio 
Denham 
Dent 
DesJarlais 
Diaz-Balart 
Dold 
Dreier 
Duffy 
Duncan (SC) 
Duncan (TN) 
Ellmers 
Emerson 

Fincher 
Fitzpatrick 
Flake 
Fleischmann 
Fleming 
Flores 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Gardner 
Garrett 
Gerlach 
Gibbs 
Gibson 
Gingrey (GA) 
Gohmert 
Goodlatte 
Gosar 
Gowdy 
Granger 
Graves (GA) 
Graves (MO) 
Green, Gene 
Griffin (AR) 
Griffith (VA) 
Grimm 
Guinta 
Guthrie 
Hall 
Hanna 
Harper 
Harris 
Hartzler 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayworth 
Heck 
Heller 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Herrera Beutler 
Huelskamp 
Huizenga (MI) 
Hultgren 
Hunter 
Hurt 
Issa 
Jenkins 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones 
Jordan 
Kelly 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kinzinger (IL) 
Kissell 
Kline 
Labrador 
Lamborn 
Lance 

Landry 
Lankford 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Latta 
Lewis (CA) 
LoBiondo 
Long 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Lummis 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Mack 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
Marino 
Matheson 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McCotter 
McHenry 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
McKinley 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
Meehan 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller, Gary 
Murphy (PA) 
Myrick 
Neugebauer 
Noem 
Nugent 
Nunes 
Nunnelee 
Olson 
Palazzo 
Pastor (AZ) 
Paul 
Paulsen 
Pearce 
Pence 
Petri 
Pitts 
Platts 
Poe (TX) 
Pompeo 
Posey 
Price (GA) 
Quayle 
Rahall 
Reed 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Renacci 
Rigell 
Rivera 
Roby 
Roe (TN) 
Rogers (AL) 
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Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Rokita 
Rooney 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 
Ross (AR) 
Ross (FL) 
Royce 
Runyan 
Ryan (WI) 
Scalise 
Schilling 
Schmidt 
Schock 
Schweikert 
Scott (SC) 
Scott, Austin 

Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shimkus 
Shuler 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Southerland 
Stearns 
Stivers 
Stutzman 
Sullivan 
Terry 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tiberi 
Tipton 

Turner 
Upton 
Walberg 
Walden 
Walsh (IL) 
Webster 
West 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Wolf 
Womack 
Woodall 
Yoder 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
Young (IN) 

NOES—179 

Ackerman 
Altmire 
Andrews 
Baca 
Baldwin 
Barrow 
Bass (CA) 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Blumenauer 
Boswell 
Brady (PA) 
Braley (IA) 
Brown (FL) 
Butterfield 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carney 
Carson (IN) 
Castor (FL) 
Chu 
Cicilline 
Clarke (MI) 
Clarke (NY) 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 
Connolly (VA) 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Courtney 
Critz 
Cummings 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (IL) 
DeGette 
DeLauro 
Deutch 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Donnelly (IN) 
Doyle 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Frank (MA) 
Fudge 
Garamendi 
Gonzalez 

Green, Al 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Hanabusa 
Harman 
Hastings (FL) 
Heinrich 
Higgins 
Himes 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hirono 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hoyer 
Inslee 
Israel 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson Lee 

(TX) 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Kaptur 
Keating 
Kildee 
Kind 
Kucinich 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Lee (CA) 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
Loebsack 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Luján 
Lynch 
Maloney 
Markey 
Matsui 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McNerney 
Meeks 
Michaud 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, George 
Moore 
Moran 
Murphy (CT) 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal 
Olver 
Owens 
Pallone 

Pascrell 
Payne 
Pelosi 
Perlmutter 
Peters 
Peterson 
Pingree (ME) 
Polis 
Price (NC) 
Quigley 
Rangel 
Reyes 
Ribble 
Richardson 
Richmond 
Rothman (NJ) 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schrader 
Schwartz 
Scott (VA) 
Scott, David 
Serrano 
Sewell 
Sherman 
Sires 
Slaughter 
Smith (WA) 
Speier 
Stark 
Sutton 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Tierney 
Tonko 
Towns 
Tsongas 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walz (MN) 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Welch 
Wilson (FL) 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Yarmuth 

ANSWERED ‘‘PRESENT’’—1 

Amash 

NOT VOTING—4 

Crowley 
Farenthold 

Giffords 
Mulvaney 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR 

The Acting CHAIR (during the vote). 
There is 1 minute remaining in this 
vote. 

b 1901 

So the amendment was agreed to. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 
AMENDMENT NO. 458 OFFERED BY MR. FRANK OF 

MASSACHUSETTS 

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished 
business is the demand for a recorded 
vote on the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Massachusetts (Mr. 
FRANK) on which further proceedings 
were postponed and on which the noes 
prevailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate the 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment. 

RECORDED VOTE 

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote 
has been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The Acting CHAIR. This will be a 2- 

minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 160, noes 270, 
not voting 3, as follows: 

[Roll No. 88] 

AYES—160 

Ackerman 
Altmire 
Andrews 
Baldwin 
Barrow 
Bass (CA) 
Berkley 
Berman 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Boren 
Boswell 
Brady (PA) 
Braley (IA) 
Brown (FL) 
Butterfield 
Capps 
Capuano 
Carney 
Carson (IN) 
Castor (FL) 
Chandler 
Chu 
Cicilline 
Clarke (MI) 
Clarke (NY) 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Cohen 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costello 
Courtney 
Cummings 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (IL) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
DeLauro 
Deutch 
Dicks 
Donnelly (IN) 
Doyle 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Farr 
Fattah 
Fitzpatrick 
Frank (MA) 
Fudge 
Garamendi 
Gerlach 
Green, Al 

Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Hanabusa 
Hastings (FL) 
Heinrich 
Higgins 
Himes 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hirono 
Holt 
Honda 
Hoyer 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson Lee 

(TX) 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Jones 
Kaptur 
Keating 
Kind 
Kissell 
Kucinich 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Lee (CA) 
Loebsack 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Luján 
Lynch 
Maloney 
Markey 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy (NY) 
McClintock 
McCollum 
McGovern 
McIntyre 
McNerney 
Meeks 
Michaud 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, George 
Moore 
Murphy (CT) 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Olver 
Pallone 
Pastor (AZ) 
Payne 
Pelosi 

Perlmutter 
Peters 
Peterson 
Pingree (ME) 
Polis 
Price (NC) 
Renacci 
Richardson 
Richmond 
Rothman (NJ) 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schrader 
Schwartz 
Scott (VA) 
Scott, David 
Serrano 
Sewell 
Sherman 
Sires 
Slaughter 
Smith (WA) 
Speier 
Stark 
Stearns 
Sutton 
Thompson (MS) 
Tonko 
Towns 
Tsongas 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walz (MN) 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Welch 
Wilson (FL) 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Yarmuth 

NOES—270 

Adams 
Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Amash 
Austria 
Baca 
Bachmann 

Bachus 
Barletta 
Bartlett 
Barton (TX) 
Bass (NH) 
Becerra 
Benishek 
Berg 

Biggert 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (UT) 
Black 
Blackburn 
Blumenauer 
Bonner 

Bono Mack 
Boustany 
Brady (TX) 
Brooks 
Broun (GA) 
Buchanan 
Bucshon 
Buerkle 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Calvert 
Camp 
Campbell 
Canseco 
Cantor 
Capito 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carter 
Cassidy 
Chabot 
Chaffetz 
Clyburn 
Coble 
Coffman (CO) 
Cole 
Conaway 
Connolly (VA) 
Costa 
Cravaack 
Crawford 
Crenshaw 
Critz 
Cuellar 
Culberson 
Davis (KY) 
Denham 
Dent 
DesJarlais 
Diaz-Balart 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Dold 
Dreier 
Duffy 
Duncan (SC) 
Duncan (TN) 
Ellmers 
Emerson 
Filner 
Fincher 
Flake 
Fleischmann 
Fleming 
Flores 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Gardner 
Garrett 
Gibbs 
Gibson 
Gingrey (GA) 
Gohmert 
Gonzalez 
Goodlatte 
Gosar 
Gowdy 
Granger 
Graves (GA) 
Graves (MO) 
Green, Gene 
Griffin (AR) 
Griffith (VA) 
Grimm 
Guinta 
Guthrie 
Hall 
Hanna 
Harman 

Harper 
Harris 
Hartzler 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayworth 
Heck 
Heller 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Herrera Beutler 
Holden 
Huelskamp 
Huizenga (MI) 
Hultgren 
Hunter 
Hurt 
Inslee 
Israel 
Issa 
Jenkins 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jordan 
Kelly 
Kildee 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kinzinger (IL) 
Kline 
Labrador 
Lamborn 
Lance 
Landry 
Lankford 
Larson (CT) 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Latta 
Levin 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Long 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Lummis 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Mack 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
Marino 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCaul 
McCotter 
McDermott 
McHenry 
McKeon 
McKinley 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
Meehan 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller, Gary 
Moran 
Mulvaney 
Murphy (PA) 
Myrick 
Neal 
Neugebauer 
Noem 
Nugent 
Nunes 
Nunnelee 
Olson 
Owens 
Palazzo 
Pascrell 

Paul 
Paulsen 
Pearce 
Pence 
Petri 
Pitts 
Platts 
Poe (TX) 
Pompeo 
Posey 
Price (GA) 
Quayle 
Quigley 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Reed 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Reyes 
Ribble 
Rigell 
Rivera 
Roby 
Roe (TN) 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Rokita 
Rooney 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 
Ross (AR) 
Ross (FL) 
Royce 
Runyan 
Ryan (WI) 
Scalise 
Schilling 
Schmidt 
Schock 
Schweikert 
Scott (SC) 
Scott, Austin 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shimkus 
Shuler 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Southerland 
Stivers 
Stutzman 
Sullivan 
Terry 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tiberi 
Tierney 
Tipton 
Turner 
Upton 
Walberg 
Walden 
Walsh (IL) 
Webster 
West 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Wolf 
Womack 
Woodall 
Yoder 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
Young (IN) 

NOT VOTING—3 

Crowley Farenthold Giffords 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR 
The Acting CHAIR (during the vote). 

There is 1 minute remaining in this 
vote. 

b 1904 
Mr. PALLONE changed his vote from 

‘‘no’’ to ‘‘aye.’’ 
So the amendment was rejected. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
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AMENDMENT NO. 506 OFFERED BY MR. HOLT 

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished 
business is the demand for a recorded 
vote on the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from New Jersey (Mr. HOLT) 
on which further proceedings were 
postponed and on which the noes pre-
vailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate the 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment. 

RECORDED VOTE 

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote 
has been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The Acting CHAIR. This will be a 2- 

minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 163, noes 265, 
not voting 5, as follows: 

[Roll No. 89] 

AYES—163 

Ackerman 
Altmire 
Andrews 
Baca 
Baldwin 
Barrow 
Bass (CA) 
Berkley 
Berman 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Boswell 
Brady (PA) 
Braley (IA) 
Brown (FL) 
Butterfield 
Capps 
Capuano 
Carnahan 
Carney 
Carson (IN) 
Castor (FL) 
Chu 
Cicilline 
Clarke (MI) 
Clarke (NY) 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 
Conyers 
Costello 
Courtney 
Critz 
Cummings 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (IL) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
DeLauro 
Deutch 
Dicks 
Doggett 
Donnelly (IN) 
Doyle 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Frank (MA) 
Fudge 
Garamendi 
Gonzalez 

Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Hanabusa 
Harman 
Hastings (FL) 
Heinrich 
Higgins 
Himes 
Hinchey 
Hirono 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hoyer 
Inslee 
Israel 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson Lee 

(TX) 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Jones 
Kaptur 
Keating 
Kildee 
Kissell 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Lee (CA) 
Lipinski 
Loebsack 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Luján 
Lynch 
Maloney 
Markey 
Matsui 
McCarthy (NY) 
McClintock 
McCollum 
McGovern 
McIntyre 
McNerney 
Meeks 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, George 
Moore 
Moran 
Murphy (CT) 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Olver 
Pallone 

Pascrell 
Payne 
Pelosi 
Perlmutter 
Peters 
Pingree (ME) 
Polis 
Price (NC) 
Rangel 
Reyes 
Richardson 
Richmond 
Rothman (NJ) 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schwartz 
Scott (VA) 
Scott, David 
Serrano 
Sewell 
Sherman 
Sires 
Slaughter 
Smith (WA) 
Speier 
Stark 
Sutton 
Thompson (MS) 
Tierney 
Tonko 
Towns 
Tsongas 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walz (MN) 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Wilson (FL) 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Yarmuth 

NOES—265 

Adams 
Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Amash 
Austria 
Bachmann 
Bachus 
Barletta 
Bartlett 
Barton (TX) 

Bass (NH) 
Becerra 
Benishek 
Berg 
Biggert 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (UT) 
Black 
Blackburn 
Blumenauer 

Bonner 
Bono Mack 
Boren 
Boustany 
Brady (TX) 
Brooks 
Broun (GA) 
Buchanan 
Bucshon 
Buerkle 
Burgess 

Burton (IN) 
Calvert 
Camp 
Campbell 
Canseco 
Cantor 
Capito 
Cardoza 
Carter 
Cassidy 
Chabot 
Chaffetz 
Chandler 
Coble 
Coffman (CO) 
Cole 
Conaway 
Connolly (VA) 
Cooper 
Costa 
Cravaack 
Crawford 
Crenshaw 
Cuellar 
Culberson 
Davis (KY) 
Denham 
Dent 
DesJarlais 
Diaz-Balart 
Dingell 
Dold 
Dreier 
Duncan (SC) 
Duncan (TN) 
Ellmers 
Emerson 
Fincher 
Fitzpatrick 
Flake 
Fleischmann 
Fleming 
Flores 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gardner 
Garrett 
Gerlach 
Gibbs 
Gibson 
Gingrey (GA) 
Gohmert 
Goodlatte 
Gosar 
Gowdy 
Granger 
Graves (GA) 
Graves (MO) 
Griffin (AR) 
Griffith (VA) 
Grimm 
Guinta 
Guthrie 
Hall 
Hanna 
Harper 
Harris 
Hartzler 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayworth 
Heck 
Heller 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Herrera Beutler 

Hinojosa 
Huelskamp 
Huizenga (MI) 
Hultgren 
Hunter 
Hurt 
Issa 
Jenkins 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jordan 
Kelly 
Kind 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kinzinger (IL) 
Kline 
Kucinich 
Labrador 
Lamborn 
Lance 
Landry 
Lankford 
Larson (CT) 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Latta 
Levin 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
LoBiondo 
Long 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Lummis 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Mack 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
Marino 
Matheson 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCaul 
McCotter 
McDermott 
McHenry 
McKeon 
McKinley 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
Meehan 
Mica 
Michaud 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller, Gary 
Mulvaney 
Murphy (PA) 
Myrick 
Neal 
Neugebauer 
Noem 
Nugent 
Nunes 
Nunnelee 
Olson 
Owens 
Palazzo 
Pastor (AZ) 
Paul 
Paulsen 
Pearce 
Pence 
Peterson 
Petri 

Pitts 
Platts 
Poe (TX) 
Pompeo 
Posey 
Price (GA) 
Quayle 
Quigley 
Rahall 
Reed 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Renacci 
Ribble 
Rigell 
Rivera 
Roby 
Roe (TN) 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Rokita 
Rooney 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 
Ross (AR) 
Ross (FL) 
Royce 
Runyan 
Ryan (WI) 
Scalise 
Schilling 
Schmidt 
Schock 
Schrader 
Schweikert 
Scott (SC) 
Scott, Austin 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shimkus 
Shuler 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Southerland 
Stearns 
Stivers 
Stutzman 
Sullivan 
Terry 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tiberi 
Tipton 
Turner 
Upton 
Walberg 
Walden 
Walsh (IL) 
Webster 
Welch 
West 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Wolf 
Womack 
Woodall 
Yoder 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
Young (IN) 

NOT VOTING—5 

Crowley 
Duffy 

Farenthold 
Gallegly 

Giffords 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR 

The Acting CHAIR (during the vote). 
There is 1 minute remaining in this 
vote. 

b 1907 

So the amendment was rejected. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
Stated against: 
Mr. GALLEGLY. Madam Chair, on rollcall 

No. 89, I was inadvertently detained. Had I 
been present, I would have voted ‘‘no.’’ 

b 1910 

AMENDMENT NO. 50 OFFERED BY MS. MCCOLLUM 
Ms. MCCOLLUM. Mr. Chairman, I 

have an amendment at the desk. 
The Acting CHAIR (Mr. HASTINGS of 

Washington). The Clerk will designate 
the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

At the end of the bill (before the short 
title), insert the following new section: 

SEC. ll. None of the funds made available 
by this Act may be used by the Department 
of Defense for sponsorship of NASCAR race 
cars. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentlewoman 
from Minnesota is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

Ms. MCCOLLUM. Mr. Chairman, first 
I would like to thank the staff, the 
committee staff on both the Repub-
lican and the Democratic side, and I 
would like to thank the floor staff for 
their patience, their hard work, their 
dedication and their help to me this 
evening. 

Mr. Chairman, my amendment ends 
tens of millions of taxpayer dollars 
being wasted on sponsorship for 
NASCAR race cars by the Department 
of Defense. 

b 1920 

With trillion-dollar deficits, this 
amendment is where the rubber meets 
the road for my Republican tea party 
colleagues who want to cut wasteful 
spending. 

Defense Department waste is nothing 
new. Many Americans remember in the 
1980s the Pentagon was spending $400 
for a hammer and $600 for a toilet seat. 
Now we have the Army spending $7 
million for a decal on a racing car. 
Talk about taxpayer sticker shock. 

For $7 million the Army buys a decal 
on a race car and a few driver appear-
ances. But it’s not only the Army 
spending millions of dollars. The Air 
Force sponsors a NASCAR race car for 
millions. So does the National Guard. 
Incredibly, over the past decade hun-
dreds of millions of taxpayer dollars 
have subsidized race car owners and 
millionaire drivers in the name of mili-
tary recruitment. 

Now here’s the $7 million question: 
Does slapping a sticker on a race car 
convince a young man or a young 
woman to volunteer to serve our coun-
try in the Armed Forces? Not accord-
ing to the Marine Corps. 

Fact. In 2006, the Marine Corps 
dropped its sponsorship of NASCAR. A 
Marine Corps spokesman said, We don’t 
have a tracking mechanism to track 
how many people contracted because of 
seeing an advertisement on the hood of 
a car. 

Fact. The same year, the Coast 
Guard dropped a $5 million NASCAR 
deal. 

Fact. In 2008, the Navy dropped 
NASCAR sponsorship, saying, ‘‘it’s not 
always easy to measure a return on in-
vestment.’’ 

Unbelievably, that year the Navy 
also paid one driver, Dale Earnhardt, 
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H1145 February 17, 2011 
Jr., the outrageous sum of $800,000 in 
taxpayer funds—twice the salary of the 
President of the United States—just to 
make public appearances. 

For all the tough budget cutters in 
Congress, you should know that the 
Citizens Against Government Waste 
has endorsed this amendment. So I 
would urge my Republican colleagues 
who are cutting homeless veterans, 
cutting law enforcement officers, cut-
ting firefighters, why not cut some real 
waste and at the same time free 
NASCAR from its dependency on the 
American taxpayer? 

This amendment gives Members a 
clear choice: a vote to end wasteful 
spending or a vote to keep wasting the 
American people’s money. I urge a 
‘‘yes’’ vote to end the funding to 
NASCAR. 

I want to stress again, many parts of 
the military were using NASCAR spon-
sorship as part of their driver recruit-
ment. They found that they could not 
track the success of this program, so 
they ended it, using their resources to-
wards something that they knew that 
they could track, knew that they had 
something that was successful. 

So, Members, I urge you to end the 
taxpayer funding to NASCAR. Let’s 
put the dollars to work in the Depart-
ment of Defense for something they 
know is trackable and accountable. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time. 

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the last word. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from New Jersey is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. Chair-
man, we support the gentlewoman’s ef-
forts to ensure that every taxpayer dol-
lar is spent wisely and effectively. Our 
committee has always been focused on 
that. 

Effective recruiting is critical to the 
military’s ability to attract new quali-
fied military men and women and 
maintain our all-volunteer force. The 
Department of Defense uses its spon-
sorship of NASCAR and other sporting 
events to create awareness of the dif-
ferent military services and the unique 
advantages and programs that come 
with serving our Nation. 

Quite frankly, Mr. Chairman, it’s a 
great public-private partnership. 
NASCAR sponsorship has proven to be 
a very cost-effective recruiting tool, 
with some estimates stating that for 
every dollar the military puts in 
NASCAR sponsorship, it gets $4 in ad-
vertising through television, merchan-
dise, and other outlets. We believe the 
dollars are well spent. Thus I oppose 
the amendment. 

I yield to the gentleman from North 
Carolina (Mr. MCHENRY). 

Mr. MCHENRY. I want to thank my 
colleague from New Jersey for yield-
ing. 

Let’s be clear: This amendment will 
not save one single dime. My colleague 
from Minnesota simply is misinformed. 
Every dime spent in this sponsorship 

program is measurable. You can meas-
ure the number of media impressions 
you have, which the U.S. Army’s par-
ticipation in NASCAR sponsorship net-
ted it 484 million media impressions, 34 
million of which were offered specific 
Army recruiting messages. 

So let’s be very clear. This sponsor-
ship is about recruiting. This amend-
ment is about politics in certain dis-
tricts for certain groups of people. But 
the vast majority of NASCAR fans— 
one out of five—have served or are cur-
rently serving in the U.S. military. It’s 
a target-rich environment for Army’s 
recruiting message and a target-rich 
environment for military and the mili-
tary message. 

So I would just urge my colleagues to 
vote against this irresponsible amend-
ment that is certainly politically 
charged, but at the end of the day will 
not save the taxpayers one single dime. 

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield back the balance of my 
time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tlewoman from Minnesota (Ms. MCCOL-
LUM). 

The question was taken; and the Act-
ing Chair announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it. 

Ms. MCCOLLUM. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand a recorded vote. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by 
the gentlewoman from Minnesota will 
be postponed. 

AMENDMENT NO. 232 OFFERED BY MR. NADLER 
Mr. NADLER. Mr. Chairman, I have 

an amendment at the desk. 
The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 

designate the amendment. 
The text of the amendment is as fol-

lows: 
At the end of the bill (before the short 

title), insert the following: 
SEC. ll. Not more than $10,000,000,000 of 

the funds made available by this Act may be 
used for United States military operations in 
Afghanistan. 

Mr. NADLER. Mr. Chairman, I’m 
pleased to offer this amendment along 
with the gentlewoman from California 
(Ms. LEE) and the gentlewoman from 
California (Mr. STARK). 

The continuing resolution provides 
approximately $100 billion for Depart-
ment of Defense operations in Afghani-
stan. This amendment states that not 
more than $10 billion of the funds made 
available by the bill may be used for 
military operations in Afghanistan. 
The intent is clear: It is time to bring 
U.S. involvement in the war in Afghan-
istan to an end and to bring our troops 
home. The war effort in Afghanistan is 
no longer serving its purpose of en-
hancing the security of the United 
States, which should be our goal. 

We were attacked on 9/11 by al Qaeda. 
Al Qaeda had bases in Afghanistan. It 
made sense to go in and destroy those 
bases. And we did. We have every right, 
we have every duty to destroy bases 
which are being used to plot against 

the United States. But the CIA tells us 
that there are now fewer than 100 al 
Qaeda personnel in all of the country of 
Afghanistan. Congress and the Amer-
ican people helped greatly reduce U.S. 
involvement in Iraq. Through the elec-
tions in 2006 and 2008 we forced a new 
direction in Iraq and helped bring thou-
sands of troops home. We must now do 
the same in Afghanistan. 

The intent of this amendment is to 
reduce the funding for Afghanistan suf-
ficiently to leave enough funds to pro-
vide for the safe and orderly with-
drawal of our troops but not funding 
for ongoing combat operations. 

The gentleman from Virginia (Mr. 
WOLF) earlier today said he would pro-
pose an amendment to establish a blue 
ribbon commission to examine our war 
effort and to ask the question of how 
best to fight the war. With all due re-
spect, that is the wrong question. The 
right question, the first question is: 
Why do we need to fight this war at 
all? 

b 1930 

It is past time to admit that our le-
gitimate purpose in Afghanistan—to 
destroy al Qaeda bases—has long since 
been accomplished. But it is a fool’s er-
rand to try to remake a country that 
nobody since Genghis Khan has man-
aged to conquer. What makes us think, 
what arrogance gives us the right to 
assume that we can succeed where the 
Mongols, the British, the Soviets 
failed? No government in Afghanistan, 
no government in Kabul, has ever been 
able to make its writ run in the entire 
country. 

Why have we undertaken to invent a 
government that is not supported by 
the majority of the people, a govern-
ment that is corrupt, and try to impose 
it on this country? Afghanistan is in 
the middle of what is at this point a 35- 
year civil war. We have no business in-
tervening in that civil war, we have no 
ability to win it for one side or the 
other, and we have no necessity to win 
it for one side or the other. This whole 
idea of counterinsurgency, that we are 
going to persuade the people who are 
left alive after our firepower is applied 
to love the government that we like is 
absurd. It will take tens of years, hun-
dreds and hundreds of billions of dol-
lars, tens of thousands of American 
lives, if it can be done at all, and we 
don’t need to do it. It’s their country. 
If they want to have a civil war, we 
can’t stop them. We can’t choose the 
rulers that they have, we don’t have to 
like the rulers that they have, and we 
don’t have to like their choices. It’s 
not up to us. 

At this point we must recognize that 
rebuilding Afghanistan is both beyond 
our ability and beyond our mandate to 
prevent terrorists from attacking the 
United States. And if it be said that 
there are terrorists operating in Af-
ghanistan, that may be, but it is also 
true of Yemen, Somalia and many 
other countries. We do not need to in-
vade and conquer and occupy all those 
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countries, and Afghanistan provides no 
greater necessity or justification for 
military operations. 

We are debating on this floor hun-
dreds of budget cuts—cuts that will 
grievously hurt millions of Ameri-
cans—in order to reduce our expendi-
tures by about $60 billion. Yet we are 
throwing $100 billion a year—plus 
countless lives—down a drainpipe, for 
no useful purpose at all—and with very 
little discussion of our purposes and of 
whether our policy matches our pur-
poses. 

To continue so bad a policy at so 
high a cost is simply unconscionable. It 
is unjustifiable to sacrifice more 
money and more lives this way. I urge 
my colleagues to join me and Ms. LEE 
and Mr. STARK in voting to bring the 
U.S. involvement in the war in Afghan-
istan to a close. Vote for this amend-
ment. Let’s bring our troops home. 
Let’s stop wasting our lives and our 
money and our treasure and our forces. 
Let’s bring our troops home. Let’s de-
vote our resources to something that 
helps the people of this country. 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the last word. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. I rise in oppo-
sition to the gentleman’s amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I’m not going to de-
bate the issue of the war in Afghani-
stan. The fact is we’re there, our sol-
diers are getting hurt every day, and 
too many of them are dying. So we’re 
not going to debate that particular 
part of the war. What we’re going to 
debate is this amendment. I’ve said in 
the last 3 days, a number of times, 
we’re not going to do anything in this 
defense appropriations bill in the sav-
ings that would have an adverse effect 
on the war fighter. This amendment 
would affect the war fighter, especially 
those in Afghanistan. 

This $10 billion that the gentleman 
would leave in the fund to finance the 
operations in Afghanistan, that’s al-
ready been spent. In the first quarter of 
this fiscal year, the Afghanistan oper-
ation cost $16 billion, and he would 
only leave 10, which means we’re al-
ready in deficit of $6 billion during the 
first quarter of the year. What kind of 
confusion would there be in Afghani-
stan immediately? What would our 
troops be thinking? Where would they 
have to go? What would they have to 
do? What would the rules of engage-
ment be? You can’t do this to our sol-
diers, our war fighters who are in Af-
ghanistan. Don’t look at this amend-
ment because of the political tone rel-
ative to feeling that we should be in 
Afghanistan or we shouldn’t be in Af-
ghanistan. The fact is we’re there. Our 
soldiers are fighting. They’re getting 
hurt. They’re dying. The fact is we 
can’t let them hang out there without 
proper funding. 

Now if you want to bring the troops 
home from Afghanistan, the truth is 
$10 billion won’t even accomplish that. 
It will take more to bring everybody 

out of Afghanistan that we have de-
ployed there, with the equipment, with 
the infrastructure, with the head-
quarters, would cost them much more 
than the $10 billion the gentleman 
would leave just to redeploy them back 
to the United States of America. 

This amendment does affect the war 
fighter. I will not support any part of 
an appropriations bill or an author-
izing bill that has an adverse effect on 
those who stand to fight for America. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
Ms. LEE of California. Mr. Chairman, 

I move to strike the last word. 
The CHAIR. The gentlewoman from 

California is recognized for 5 minutes. 
Ms. LEE of California. Mr. Chairman, 

first of all, let me just thank Congress-
man NADLER for his ongoing support, 
consistent support for efforts to end 
the war and for offering this amend-
ment, which is really very straight-
forward. 

Mr. NADLER. Will the gentlelady 
yield? 

Ms. LEE of California. I yield to the 
gentleman from New York. 

Mr. NADLER. Thank you. 
The remarks of the gentleman from 

Florida were incorrect. This amend-
ment limits $10 billion from this CR, 
enough to bring the troops home dur-
ing the pendency of this CR. Funds 
that were already spent were appro-
priated from the previous CRs. So it 
hasn’t already been spent. 

Ms. LEE of California. Reclaiming 
my time, let me just be clear up front, 
that our service men and women have 
performed with incredible courage and 
commitment in Afghanistan. They 
have done everything asked of them. 
But the truth is that they have been 
put in an impossible situation. In fact, 
this concern of ‘‘war without end’’ is 
why I opposed the resolution. I know 
we disagreed with that, but many of us 
agree now that we should not have this 
war without end continued. But I op-
posed the use of military force on Sep-
tember 14 because it was a blank 
check, I believed then, and it remains 
one now. 

There are a few things we know with 
certainty regarding the situation in Af-
ghanistan. We know corruption per-
sists unabated, and in many cases has 
been fueled by the U.S. occupation and 
influx of foreign cash. President Karzai 
has proven himself time and time again 
unwilling, or at least unable, to mean-
ingfully root out corruption within his 
own administration. We know that the 
United States troop presence has in-
creased from somewhere around 5,000 
troops in 2002 to more than 100,000 
troops in 2011. At the same time, mili-
tary and civilian casualties have in-
creased at record rates. 2010, unfortu-
nately, was the deadliest year in Af-
ghanistan. 

We also know that al Qaeda’s pres-
ence in Afghanistan has been all but 
eliminated. The administration has 
been consistent in its assessment that 
there are maybe between 50 and 100 
members of al Qaeda remaining in Af-

ghanistan. The fact is the modern 
threat of terrorism can emanate from 
the tribal regions of Yemen or, yes, a 
hotel room in Germany. It’s not fea-
sible or in our national security inter-
est to address this threat through a 
military-first, boots on the ground 
strategy. And we know, as military and 
foreign policy experts from across the 
political spectrum have told us repeat-
edly, that the situation in Afghanistan 
will not be resolved by a military solu-
tion. The United States has squandered 
more than $1.1 trillion on the wars in 
Iraq and Afghanistan. Economists esti-
mate the total direct and indirect costs 
of these two wars by their end may be 
a total of $6 trillion. 

No one can deny that the increasing 
costs of the war in Afghanistan are 
constraining our efforts to invest in job 
creation and jump-start the economy. 
At the same time we are fighting here 
in Congress to protect investments in 
education, health care, public health 
and safety, transportation, the war in 
Afghanistan will cost more than $100 
billion in 2011. 

Regardless of the situation in Af-
ghanistan, the Pentagon will come 
back to us and ask for more time, more 
troops and more resources. If we’re not 
doing so well there, they’ll ask for 
more time, more troops, more re-
sources. If we’re doing well there, they 
will say we want more time, more re-
sources and more troops. 

It’s time to say enough is enough. 
It’s time to begin the safe and orderly 
withdrawal of U.S. troops and military 
contractors from Afghanistan. We 
should do so today. I speak today as a 
daughter of a lieutenant colonel who 
fought in several wars, one who knows 
the trauma and the devastation of wars 
on families. 

I want to just thank Congressman 
NADLER for his leadership and I hope 
that we all will support my legislation 
that I introduced today, the Respon-
sible End to the War in Afghanistan 
Act. 

b 1940 
The Acting CHAIR. The time of the 

gentlewoman has expired. 
Ms. WATERS. Mr. Chairman, I move 

to strike the last word. 
The Acting CHAIR. The gentlewoman 

from California is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

Ms. WATERS. I rise to support the 
Nadler-Lee-Stark amendment. 

I would like to thank them for bring-
ing this amendment to the floor. I 
would like to thank all of them and the 
other Progressives in this House for 
the work that has been done in an at-
tempt to make sense out of the wars in 
both Iraq and Afghanistan, and for all 
of the traveling, the speeches, and the 
organizing that has been done around 
this war issue. 

Mr. Chairman, we continue to fight 
to bring our troops home. I know that 
there are those who would think that 
perhaps because they have not heard a 
lot from us that somehow we had re-
moved ourselves from the struggle, but 
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that is certainly not true. We have 
been respectful. We have allowed this 
administration to make some commit-
ments. The American people decided to 
give the administration the oppor-
tunity to work to bring our troops 
home, and we are still committed to 
that. 

This CR would provide $100 billion for 
military operations in Afghanistan. 
That doesn’t sound as if we are trying 
to wind down. That doesn’t sound as if 
we are ready to recognize that it is 
time to get out of Afghanistan. Why 
are we there? 

Unfortunately, this war has been 
very traumatic on our soldiers, on 
their families, and on the American 
public. Yes, as has been said over and 
over again, we salute our soldiers. We 
appreciate the sacrifices that they 
have made—and have they made sac-
rifices. There have been more suicides 
in this war and in the Iraq war than we 
have had in all of the wars of the 
United States of America. It breaks my 
heart to hear about the brain injuries 
and the loss of limbs that these sol-
diers have suffered. 

Why is this happening? What are we 
doing? 

Leon Panetta, the head of the CIA, 
says there are fewer than 100 al Qaeda 
operatives in Afghanistan. That is 
more than $1 billion per al Qaeda oper-
ative. Again, let me reiterate: the CIA 
tells us there are fewer than 100 al 
Qaeda operatives in Afghanistan. At 
the rate that we’re going with the CR 
providing $100 billion for military oper-
ations, that is more than $1 billion per 
al Qaeda operative. 

Our amendment would limit the 
funds for military operations in Af-
ghanistan to $10 billion to provide for 
the safe and orderly withdrawal of 
forces. 

As we stand here debating this $100 
billion allocation in the CR, I cannot 
help but contrast that with the fact 
that our domestic agenda is being cut 
and cut and cut, not only by this CR 
but by the budgets, both from the op-
posite side of the aisle and from the 
White House. The homelessness is 
shameful in America. We have people 
who are wondering how they’re going 
to keep their homes warm. We are cut-
ting heating oil in America. The envi-
ronment is taking a licking in this CR. 

At the same time that we talk about 
innovation and creating jobs, I don’t 
see anything in this CR that will cre-
ate any jobs. What I see are unwise ex-
penditures such as we are witnessing 
with the $100 billion. What I see on the 
opposite side of the aisle is a dedicated 
commitment to getting rid of regula-
tions that can save us money and cre-
ate jobs. 

So, led by the Progressives, we stand 
strong in our commitment that this 
war must end. We must bring our sol-
diers home. It is time for us to con-
centrate on the domestic agenda. There 
are those who would tell us we are 
training the military in Afghanistan, 
that we are going to have Afghanistan 

soldiers who will be ready to take over. 
I don’t see that happening. 

What is ‘‘win’’? What is ‘‘success’’? 
How do you define it? I haven’t found 
anybody on the opposite side of the 
aisle who can define that. 

I would say it is time for us to have 
the courage to do what must be done. 
Let’s support the Nadler-Lee-Stark 
amendment. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR 

The Acting CHAIR. The Chair would 
remind Members that the rules provide 
that Members are not to walk between 
the Chair and the Member under rec-
ognition. 

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike the last word. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Colorado is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Chairman, the ongo-
ing war in Afghanistan is, quite sim-
ply, the wrong war in the wrong time 
and in the wrong place. Intelligence ex-
perts agree that a terrorist threat to 
our Nation does not emanate from 
within the borders of the nation of Af-
ghanistan. 

There is a very real terrorist threat 
to the people of this country; but by its 
very nature, it is a stateless menace. It 
is a menace that is likely to use as its 
base of operation wherever anarchy 
prevails and wherever the rule of law is 
lacking. We cannot effectively combat 
this threat by occupying one country 
after another after another. 

It is true that, when we occupy a 
country, al Qaeda and other terrorist 
operations will likely flee for other 
areas; but there are unfortunately, Mr. 
Chairman, plenty of areas of the world 
that provide hospitable footholds for al 
Qaeda, which is why a more effective 
strategy this Nation is currently also 
engaged in—but which to a certain ex-
tent is not complementary to the 
heavy-handed occupation strategy—is 
that of more light targeted operations 
and intelligence gathering and oper-
ations against terrorist operatives 
wherever they are. To be bogged down 
in one particular nation state, one that 
is host to a negligible number of al 
Qaeda operatives—it has been esti-
mated that there are only 50 to 100 al 
Qaeda operatives—is simply counter-
productive to the goal of keeping the 
American people safe. 

Beyond being counterproductive, Mr. 
Chairman, this is money that we can’t 
afford. This amendment, which I 
strongly support, will cut $90 billion 
from the occupation of Afghanistan, al-
lowing $10 billion to be used to safely 
bring the conflict to an end and to 
maintain a lighter footprint of mili-
tary operations to ensure that al Qaeda 
does not regain a stronghold within the 
borders of Afghanistan. 

It is clear, Mr. Chairman, that the 
current strategy is not working. The 
expenditures in Afghanistan currently 
are $100 billion. That is more than $1 
billion per al Qaeda operative within 
the borders of Afghanistan. Most of al 

Qaeda’s operations have moved across 
the border to Pakistan, and they have 
gained a foothold in Yemen. Mean-
while, we remain bogged down in a 
costly war without any clear end game 
that can be articulated by the people 
on the ground. 

When we enter a military scenario, it 
is critical to define what success looks 
like. The nation-building operation un-
dertaken with regard to the occupation 
of Afghanistan does not have a clear 
outcome that is reachable. The situa-
tion there will not be better in 6 
months or in a year or in 2 years or in 
3 years. 

It is time to stop sending American 
taxpayer money that we don’t have to 
a war that does not further the secu-
rity interests of the American people. 
That is why I am a strong supporter of 
the Nadler-Lee-Stark amendment, and 
I encourage my colleagues to vote 
‘‘yes.’’ 

I yield to the gentleman from New 
York (Mr. NADLER). 

b 1950 
Mr. NADLER. I thank the gentleman 

for his remarks and for yielding. 
I just want to make one comment on 

what was said a moment ago by the 
gentleman from Florida. This amend-
ment reduces funding in this CR to $10 
billion. It should be enough to with-
draw the troops. But the argument was 
made that to reduce the funding is not 
to support our troops, to rob them of 
the implements of doing their job. But 
the fact is that the only power that 
Congress has to effectuate the war- 
making power, to control whether we 
should be at war somewhere or an-
other, is the power of the purse. 

We are not saying, by adopting this 
amendment, we would not be saying 
that we want our troops there with no 
weapons and so forth. We would be say-
ing use the funds to bring the troops 
home. It is more supportive of the 
troops to bring them home from a war 
that they should not be fighting, that 
is not vital to our national security, it 
is more supportive to bring them home 
than it is to give them weapons to 
fight an unnecessary war in which 
some of them, unfortunately, will lose 
their lives. 

So I say support our troops. Bring 
them home. Support the country. Stop 
fighting where it doesn’t make sense, 
and spend our military resources where 
it helps the national security of the 
United States, which is not in Afghani-
stan right now. 

Mr. POLIS. I would simply like to 
conclude that with the passage of the 
Nadler-Lee-Stark amendment as part 
of an underlying continuing resolution 
will allow America to focus on the real 
stateless terrorist threats to our Na-
tion by preventing us from being 
bogged down in one particular occupa-
tion in a country that has no signifi-
cant al Qaeda presence. 

I yield back. 
Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas. Mr. 

Chairman, I move to strike the last 
word. 
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The Acting CHAIR. The gentlewoman 

is recognized for 5 minutes. 
Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas. I thank 

the authors of this amendment which I 
rise to support, the Nadler and Stark 
and Lee amendment. I believe it is a 
starting point, for those of us who have 
consistently raised questions about 
where we are and making sure we fol-
low and adhere to long-standing com-
mitments to our troops and to their 
families that have served boldly and 
ably both in Iraq and now in Afghani-
stan, how we can orderly bring them 
home. 

Mr. Chairman, a couple of years ago 
as we continued to feel frustration in 
Iraq, I raised the question and filed leg-
islation called the Day of Honor in 
which we would bring our troops home 
from Iraq and then, subsequently, Af-
ghanistan and honor them throughout 
the Nation. 

In fact, I remember arguing with the 
Bush administration and raising the 
issue as to why our fallen soldiers, 
when they came in to Dover Air Force 
Base, did not have the honor of public 
view if agreed to by their families. I be-
lieve our troops are owed a debt of 
gratitude, respect and honor. Those 
who are fighting now deserve that re-
spect and honor. 

This legislation in no way diminishes 
or dismisses their service or the blood 
that they have shed. But what it says 
is that we are now in the midst of a 
major budget crisis. And as we have 
seen over the last 24 hours, we are will-
ing to cut children and substance abuse 
and mental health and teachers and en-
vironmental protection, if you will, 
oversight, literally gut the running of 
the government. These soldiers want to 
come home to jobs. We have done noth-
ing about creating jobs. 

I frankly believe this is a starting 
point of astute analysis as to what we 
are doing going forward. We already 
know that we are looking forward to 
bringing troops home and to 
downsizing, redeploying. We begin re-
deploying by redeploying money. 

And let me give you an example. On 
the floor just a few hours ago, there 
was an amendment discussed by the 
Transportation Committee to almost 
gut the Transportation Security Ad-
ministration. Now, I chaired that sub-
committee in the last Congress, and I 
serve as the ranking member in this 
Congress. 

If we had done that, it would have 
had a double detriment to the security 
of the homeland. Mr. Chairman, 900 po-
sitions would have been lost, impacting 
450 airports, governing some 445,000 
TSA officers. Maybe some of those offi-
cer positions could go to returning sol-
diers who are looking for work. In addi-
tion, it would impact the intelligence 
gathering and disseminating. It would 
also impact covert testing that goes on 
at passenger checkpoints, and also 
cargo where we have seen that we are 
still in the eye of the storm. There is 
no doubt that aviation travel is in the 
eye of the storm for homeland security 
and protecting the homeland. 

So while we have $100 billion set 
aside for a war of which we have al-
ready been given the direction as 
downsizing, redeploying, bringing 
troops home, and yet we have $100 bil-
lion. 

So I would simply say this is a time 
when we should come together and de-
termine that we are moving to bring 
our troops home; that we are going to 
use smart money and work on diplo-
macy, getting Afghanistan to invest 
the moneys it has and building democ-
racy and educating its children. We 
support that. 

I recall one of my early visits to Af-
ghanistan, taking books to school-
children and the excitement of the 
schools way beyond Kabul where they 
were excited to receive these books, 
and the students were excited to re-
ceive and to be able to be educated. Of 
course, in leaving Afghanistan and 
going to Iraq, we have lost a certain 
momentum that had gathered. School 
girls can’t even go to school. That 
comes through diplomacy and buying 
into a sovereign nation that believes in 
some dignity for all people. 

So I applaud the troops that are on 
the ground, and I applaud their leader-
ship. But if we have amendments that 
would gut the Transportation Security 
Administration and keep us from pro-
tecting the homeland, then we know 
that we are going in the wrong direc-
tion. Support an amendment that re-
duces the amount of money to be spent 
for Afghanistan, to invest in the home-
land and the security of that home-
land, and promote agencies like the 
Transportation Security Administra-
tion agency that is fighting every day 
to secure the American people. 

I ask my colleagues to support the 
amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. NADLER). 

The question was taken; and the Act-
ing Chair announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it. 

Mr. NADLER. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand a recorded vote. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from New York will be 
postponed. 

Mrs. EMERSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the last word. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentlewoman 
from Missouri is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

Mrs. EMERSON. Mr. Chair, I yield to 
the gentleman from Virginia (Mr. 
GOODLATTE) for a colloquy. 

Mr. GOODLATTE. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise to enter into a colloquy with the 
chairwoman. 

Without consulting with my office in 
any way, the General Services Admin-
istration took advantage of the lack of 
specific congressional direction in the 
stimulus bill and initiated renovation 
work on the Richard H. Poff Federal 
Building, a Federal building in my dis-
trict, in Roanoke, Virginia. This ren-

ovation was funded at $51 million. How-
ever, the total cost for the renovations 
are now in excess of $65 million when 
you factor in the relocation costs for 
the agencies that were located in the 
Poff building. 

I have repeatedly demanded a com-
prehensive cost-benefit analysis from 
the GSA showing that this project is fi-
nancially worthwhile, as is required by 
law. To date, I have not received such 
an analysis. 

It is completely unacceptable for 
GSA to move forward any further with 
this project until such an analysis is 
produced. 

I would like to request that you and 
the committee commit to working 
with me to demand that the GSA pro-
vide a comprehensive cost-benefit anal-
ysis that shows these renovations are 
worthwhile before any further funds 
are appropriated to renovate this Fed-
eral building. 

Mrs. EMERSON. I thank the gen-
tleman from Virginia, and please know 
that not only am I very happy to work 
with the gentleman on trying to con-
duct better oversight of the GSA and 
ensure that it does cost-benefit anal-
yses, but I have also had quite a simi-
lar experience in my hometown in Mis-
souri of cost overruns and no type of 
real cost-benefit analysis or expla-
nation for those cost overruns other 
than perhaps inattention to detail. 

So I am thrilled to be able to work 
with you and look forward to doing 
that. 

Mr. GOODLATTE. I thank the gen-
tlewoman. 

Mrs. EMERSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
have another colloquy with the gen-
tleman. 

I yield to the gentleman from Vir-
ginia. 

Mr. GOODLATTE. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise to enter into a colloquy with the 
chairwoman. 

I intended to offer an amendment 
that would have prevented funds from 
being used in this bill to subsidize wire-
less phone service in the underlying 
legislation. As you know, the Universal 
Service Fund provides Federal money 
to subsidize landline and cell phone 
service for low-income individuals. 

I can understand the need to ensure 
that low-income individuals have a 
basic telecommunications link of some 
sort for emergency calls. However, the 
State and local governments are the 
appropriate levels of government to 
provide this service. 

b 2000 

Especially in a time of fiscal distress 
like we are currently facing, I do not 
believe it is the role of the Federal 
Government to be subsidizing cell 
phone service. 

Would the chairwoman commit to 
work with me on report language in 
the fiscal year 2012 appropriations bill 
addressing this issue? 

Mrs. EMERSON. I thank the gen-
tleman from Virginia for bringing this 
to our attention and commend you for 
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doing so. And we’ll be happy to work 
with you to try to address this issue, 
particularly in report language in the 
FY 2012 bill. 

Mr. GOODLATTE. I thank the chair-
man. 

Mrs. EMERSON. I yield back the bal-
ance of my time, Mr. Chair. 

AMENDMENT NO. 214 OFFERED BY MR. KLINE 

Mr. KLINE. Mr. Chairman, I have an 
amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

At the end of the bill (before the short 
title), insert the following: 

SEC. lll. None of the funds made avail-
able by this Act may be used to— 

(1) implement, administer, or enforce the 
final regulations on ‘‘Program Integrity: 
Gainful Employment—New Programs’’ pub-
lished by the Department of Education in 
the Federal Register on October 29, 2010 (75 
Fed. Reg. 66665 et seq.); 

(2) issue a final rule or otherwise imple-
ment the proposed rule on ‘‘Program Integ-
rity: Gainful Employment’’ published by the 
Department of Education on July 26, 2010 (75 
Fed. Reg. 43616 et seq.); 

(3) implement, administer, or enforce sec-
tion 668.6 of title 34, Code of Federal Regula-
tions, (relating to gainful employment), as 
amended by the final regulations published 
by the Department of Education in the Fed-
eral Register on October 29, 2010 (75 Fed. Reg. 
66832 et seq.); or 

(4) promulgate or enforce any new regula-
tion or rule with respect to the definition or 
application of the term ‘‘gainful employ-
ment’’ under the Higher Education Act of 
1965 on or after the date of enactment of this 
Act. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Minnesota is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

Mr. KLINE. Mr. Chairman, in an op- 
ed published in The Wall Street Jour-
nal, President Obama laid out his plan 
to conduct a comprehensive regulatory 
review to ‘‘remove outdated regula-
tions that stifle job creation and make 
our economy less competitive.’’ I have 
pledged to be a partner in that effort. 
Job creation and American competi-
tiveness are our top priorities. That’s 
why I am offering an amendment to 
deny funds from being used to imple-
ment and enforce a job-destroying De-
partment of Education regulation. 

More than 3 million students attend 
proprietary schools. These schools, also 
known as for-profit schools or career 
colleges, provide students with skills 
that can be applied immediately to 
specific jobs in the workforce. With 
more than 6 million workers unem-
ployed for more than 26 weeks, propri-
etary schools address a critical need in 
today’s economy. These schools also 
help address the needs of local commu-
nities. Proprietary institutions are 
nimble and easily adapt to the de-
mands of an ever-changing local econ-
omy. If a community lacks trained 
nurses or qualified auto mechanics, 
proprietary school can quickly develop 
programs to fill those needs. 

For years, proprietary schools have 
served young adults, single parents, 

first-generation college students, and 
low-income individuals. They have 
opened doors to bright futures and 
strengthened our economy. That’s why 
recent efforts by this administration 
have been so troubling. 

Last year, the Department of Edu-
cation put forward regulations that 
will deny students access to many of 
these institutions. The regulation in-
cludes a number of provisions, includ-
ing unprecedented reporting require-
ments placed solely on the backs of 
these proprietary schools. The regula-
tion also requires schools to seek 
preapproval from the Department of 
Education before creating any new pro-
gram, tying down in bureaucratic red-
tape the flexibility that has benefited 
communities and workers. 

The public outcry to the regulation 
has been resounding. More than 90,000 
public comments were sent in to the 
Department during the rulemaking 
process. A strong bipartisan coalition 
of Members of Congress has voiced 
their concerns to the administration, 
but those concerns seem to be ignored. 
In 2008, Congress had an opportunity to 
define ‘‘gainful employment,’’ yet it 
chose not to. It recognized such a defi-
nition would limit student choice and 
stifle employment. Instead, the admin-
istration is barreling ahead with bad 
policy. 

We all support transparency and ac-
countability. We should empower stu-
dents with good information about all 
institutions so they can make the most 
informed choice about their education. 
We should do our part to root out bad 
actors. We can do that while opposing 
an outright attack on the private sec-
tor. That’s what this is: an attack on 
the private sector of education. Col-
leges that planned to expand their 
campuses have put those plans on hold. 

This effort will force schools to turn 
away students and close their doors. 
Some have already laid off workers. 
Capella, based in my home State of 
Minnesota, announced just yesterday 
they will lay off 125 staff members. The 
regulation is destroying jobs today and 
will continue to do so. 

Make no mistake, this isn’t just an-
other regulation that will destroy jobs. 
This is an assault on students’ ability 
to find an institution that best meets 
their needs. 

The President has laid out a goal to 
lead the world in college graduates in 
less than 10 years. This goal represents 
the reality that far too often our work-
ers are unprepared to succeed in a 
highly competitive global economy. 
But we cannot lead the world if we fol-
low the path this regulation would 
force us to take. 

Let’s support our students. Let’s sup-
port their right to choose a college 
that meets their needs. Let’s support a 
strong and competitive workforce. I 
ask my colleagues to support this 
amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time. 

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the last word. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentlewoman 
from Connecticut is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

Ms. DELAURO. I rise in opposition to 
the Kline amendment, which would 
prevent the Department of Education 
from moving forward on a rule that 
would deny Federal financial aid to ca-
reer education programs that leave 
students in too much debt and without 
gainful employment. 

The new gainful employment rule 
will hold career education employment 
programs responsible through a simple 
proposition: A career education pro-
gram should only receive Federal fi-
nancial assistance if, upon graduation, 
students can earn enough money to 
pay off the debt that they accrue. In 
short, a program is worth the Federal 
investment only if the price of the edu-
cation is justified by its outcome. Isn’t 
this exactly what responsible budg-
eting is all about? 

This rule would apply to both for- 
profit and nonprofit colleges, but the 
for-profit sector has mounted an ag-
gressive lobbying campaign in opposi-
tion. Why? The average tuition in a 
for-profit college is several times 
greater than at a community college. 
For-profit college students account for 
only 10 to 12 percent of college stu-
dents, but they receive 23 percent of all 
Federal student loans and grants. 
Graduation rates at for-profit colleges 
are at or below 50 percent while their 
profit margins are as high as 30 per-
cent. Twenty-five percent of for-profit 
school students default on their loans 
after 3 years. 

If we are going to build the workforce 
of the future, we need to increase the 
number of Americans with college de-
grees. But students should not have to 
mortgage their futures to pay for col-
lege, and they should be secure in 
knowing that when they graduate, they 
will have a degree or a credential that 
will help them to secure a job and to 
repay their student loans. Leaving col-
lege without a credential or with one 
that is of little value in the job market 
can leave students unable to climb out 
of debt. And that is what happens to 
far too many students who have been 
taken in by the aggressive marketing 
tactics of for-profit colleges. 

Why would any college contest the 
idea that an education should be worth 
its price tag? Colleges are in a business 
to educate students, not simply to take 
their money. 

This rule will protect both students 
and taxpayers. I urge my colleagues to 
oppose this amendment. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
Mr. REHBERG. Mr. Chairman, I 

move to strike the last word. 
The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 

from Montana is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

Mr. REHBERG. As chairman of the 
Committee on Appropriations Sub-
committee on Education, we have no 
objections to this amendment. 

I have often said—jokingly, of 
course—that the reason the Internet is 
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so successful in America is that the 
government hasn’t figured out how to 
screw it up yet. Well, they are doing 
everything they can to screw up edu-
cation. We can finally get an institu-
tion or a structure that is able to move 
very quickly to meet the needs of stu-
dents, and this government is trying to 
create a bureaucracy to keep them 
from being successful, and it’s inappro-
priate. 

The Department of Education is at-
tempting to define, through a new reg-
ulation, what it means for someone 
graduating from a proprietary school 
to be gainfully employed. Wouldn’t 
that be nice if we applied that same 
standard to our public school system 
around the country, that our students 
had to be gainfully employed before 
they received any money? This is a 
prime example of Federal overreach. 

Fear of this regulation is having a 
real economic impact now even before 
it goes into effect. Schools are already 
scaling back program offerings because 
of the threat of this ‘‘gainful employ-
ment’’ regulation. And if it goes final, 
approximately 5.4 million students 
could be shut out of higher education 
by 2020. 

Portions of the regulation are set to 
go into effect July 1, 2011, so it is nec-
essary to include this language in the 
continuing resolution. Waiting for the 
fiscal year 2012 appropriations process 
will be too late for these schools. Busi-
ness groups ranging from the National 
Restaurant Association and the U.S. 
Chamber of Commerce support this as 
well as various State Chamber of Com-
merces. They all support the amend-
ment and oppose the regulation. I hope 
you do the same. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California. 

I move to strike the last word in oppo-
sition to the amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California. 
Mr. Chairman, in my district, after it 
invented the Internet, it turned it over 
to the private sector to grow it. 

Mr. Chairman, Members of the 
House, this amendment should not be 
adopted. It should not be adopted be-
cause this amendment is designed to 
disrupt the regulatory process to deter-
mine whether or not students who are 
enrolled in some—and I say ‘‘some’’; I 
say this as a supporter of proprietary 
colleges and career colleges—some 
classes that only leave them in debt, 
don’t leave them better prepared for 
the workforce, don’t leave them better 
prepared for the career. There is sub-
stantial evidence that that’s the case. 
High default rates, students not com-
pleting, students ending up in a lot of 
debt. They are doing this with almost 
90 percent of taxpayer dollars. 

I think we have an obligation to the 
students and to the taxpayers. That’s 
what the administration is trying to do 
with this regulation. 

It’s been mentioned that there were 
90,000 comments. 89,000 of them were a 

form letter. You would have thought 
that they could have varied them a lit-
tle bit for the money they were paying 
to get it out, but they didn’t. But the 
point is this: The administration ought 
to be allowed to complete this process 
because this really is about the future 
of these students. 

b 2010 
Students from these schools in many 

instances graduate with much higher 
debt. Some of these schools, they de-
fault. In excess of 40, 45 percent of 
them end up in default, and, as you 
know, that is not debt that you can 
discharge in a bankruptcy. So these 
students start out in big trouble if 
these schools are not providing the 
kind of educational atmosphere and, 
hopefully, the success ratio that they 
should. That should be a concern to 
every Member of this Congress. That 
should be a concern to the taxpayers, 
and it is a concern to this administra-
tion. 

If this regulation doesn’t turn out, 
the Congress can tell them they can’t 
do it. That’s our power. That’s the way 
it works. But to come in in the middle 
of the game when it’s this serious with 
this money on the table, with these 
kinds of default rates, and some of 
these institutions and some of these 
classes, we’re making a big mistake by 
putting our thumb on one side of the 
scale at this point in the process. 

As I’ve said from the time I have 
been on this committee as these 
schools started to grow and become 
more a part of our higher education, I 
have supported them. I continue to 
support them. Somebody just said, if 
you’re going to meet the goal of col-
lege graduation, it’s hard to believe 
how you’re going to do it without these 
schools. But as we all know, you put 90 
cents out of every dollar coming from 
the taxpayer on the street, there’s al-
ways a few people who show up to pick 
it up without providing the services. 

We went through this in the HMOs 
back in the nineties. There were people 
who said they were becoming health 
care HMOs. No, they were really real 
estate companies who were trying to 
get a lot of people to enroll and hope-
fully they could sell them to somebody 
else. In this one, it’s a question of 
whether or not you’re offering a cur-
riculum that truly benefits the stu-
dents, gives them the opportunity. 

But, you know, when we see the 
kinds of scandals that have erupted in 
the past at some of these institutions— 
again, not all of them—you have to ask 
the questions: What’s going on? People 
have paid tens of millions of dollars in 
fines because of how they have at-
tracted students. When you have a 
business plan that’s based upon at-
tracting homeless people, you better 
make sure that there is some oppor-
tunity for that homeless person to 
thrive in that educational class other 
than just end up in debt and still home-
less. That was a business plan. 

So I’m just asking for caution. I 
know you want to run to justice. I 

know the power of these institutions 
and I know the pressure that you’re 
saying you have to stop this, you have 
to stop this. We’re talking about a few 
classes within all of these institutions 
where there is a history, there may 
very well be a history that all the stu-
dent got out of it was debt. This isn’t 
about what you end up doing in your 
career over time, but it’s about wheth-
er or not you got what you paid for and 
they delivered services that they prom-
ised. 

I hope that Congress will reject this 
amendment. Let the Department con-
tinue to work on the regulation, and 
again, if it doesn’t work, if it doesn’t 
make sense and is threatening schools, 
I suspect that we will all join in mak-
ing sure that the regulation doesn’t go 
into effect. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
Mr. ROE of Tennessee. Mr. Chairman, 

I move to strike the last word. 
The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman is 

recognized for 5 minutes. 
Mr. ROE of Tennessee. Mr. Chairman, 

I rise in support of this amendment. 
Over the past year, a number of us 

have met with Education Secretary 
Duncan to express our serious concerns 
with any proposal that evaluates edu-
cation programs based on the level of 
debt students are accumulating. De-
spite improvements that have been 
made to the rule, I remain concerned 
about the direction this rule is taking 
our education system. 

I understand and agree with those 
who are concerned about the high cost 
of education, but shouldn’t we let stu-
dents and their family evaluate for 
themselves whether the risk of car-
rying a high debt load is one they want 
to take on? It seems to me to be a far 
better use of our resources to be en-
couraging informed decisions by put-
ting out accurate information to stu-
dents about graduation rates, place-
ment rates, and even average student 
debt burdens. 

The fact is career colleges are meet-
ing a community need by educating 
and training people in specific profes-
sions like nursing. In six short years, 
we are a million nurses short in this 
country. If there are problems with a 
specific program, and there are many— 
in fact, there may be bad programs in 
this country. Let’s come up with a cri-
teria that actually evaluates the pro-
grams’ effectiveness. 

Either way, I think it makes sense to 
put a halt to this rule and use the addi-
tional time to urge the Department to 
go back and put out a rule that will en-
sure students continue to have access 
to educational choice. 

I urge adoption of the rule. 
I yield back the balance of my time. 
Mr. POLIS. I move to strike the last 

word in opposition to the amendment. 
The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 

from Colorado is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Chairman, I rise to 
oppose the amendment, which is a 
broad, sweeping measure, not only 
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against important protections for stu-
dents, which I’ll elaborate on, but it 
also leads to potential exposure for 
taxpayers and taxpayer money. 

This amendment would not only 
eliminate the ability to have the crit-
ical gainful employment regulation, 
some element of quality control to 
make sure that after receiving some-
times very expensive education some-
body’s actually more employable, but 
it would also undo existing trans-
parency that’s already approved and 
published, to disallow basic informa-
tion on student outcomes, including 
graduation rates as well as loan default 
and payment rates. 

Now, the reason this is such an im-
portant matter to Congress is that this 
is a critical matter for taxpayers. Tax-
payers have been paying the cost for 
excessive loan default rates of poorly 
performing for-profit colleges. Specifi-
cally, for-profit higher education insti-
tutions received $24 billion in title IV 
loans and Pell Grants in 2009, account-
ing for about a quarter of the Federal 
college loan dollars, despite them com-
prising only about 10 percent of the 
higher education institutions. 

Meanwhile, students from the for- 
profit colleges have loan default rates 
after 3 years about twice the rate of all 
college defaults and rising to 25 per-
cent. Now, these are averages. That 
doesn’t matter. What matters is: Does 
it work? Does it work for kids? Are 
they getting their money’s worth? Are 
taxpayers getting their money’s worth 
by helping people attend these institu-
tions, or are we graduating students 
with a mountain full of debt, no more 
employable than the day they walked 
into that door. 

To make the matter even worse, in 
2009, the average tuition of the for- 
profit institution is $14,000 per year, 
compared to $7,000 per year for average 
4-year universities and $2,500 for com-
munity colleges. 

Now, again, what I would look at 
would be the return on investment. Are 
they providing twice the value of a 4- 
year or community college? The data 
says no. Are they providing six times 
the value of community colleges and 
making somebody employable in the 
future? The answer, by and large, again 
is no. That’s why the Higher Education 
Act authorized the Education Depart-
ment regulations that this amendment 
would block. 

I strongly support the process that 
the administration has gone through, 
including the process on the rule on 
gainful employment. 

The administration has not turned a 
deaf ear to the industry, to the legiti-
mate concerns of quality operators. 
The first rule that they put out there 
was—I think they’ve acknowledged had 
some room for improvement. They’ve 
been working daily in conjunction with 
the responsible players in the for-profit 
education industry to establish a real 
playing field to ensure that we are not 
doing these students and taxpayers a 
disservice through this program. GAO 

has detailed the issues in its report last 
summer, and the Leadership Con-
ference on Civil and Human Rights 
wrote to the U.S. Education Depart-
ment a couple of weeks ago that the 
rule will benefit minority students, as 
they disproportionately enroll at for- 
profit schools, overpaying for poorer 
quality education, as compared to the 
public counterparts. 

The proposed rule is a reasonable 
way to ensure gainful employment for 
students, and I applaud the administra-
tion for taking on this difficult battle 
for minority students, to ensure basic 
transparency and to protect taxpayer 
funds. 

I urge a ‘‘no’’ vote on the amend-
ment. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
Mrs. BIGGERT. I move to strike the 

last word. 
The Acting CHAIR. The gentlewoman 

from Illinois is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

Mrs. BIGGERT. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in support of the Kline amendment. It 
is imperative that Congress put the 
brakes on what has become this admin-
istration’s culture of runaway regula-
tion. 

Specifically, the amendment under 
consideration will prohibit the use of 
funds in the underlying bill for the im-
plementation of a misguided regulation 
commonly referred to as the gainful 
employment rule, which has already 
led to job loss and uncertainty in the 
proprietary college sector. Moving for-
ward, I’m concerned that that rule will 
jeopardize access to many educational 
and training programs that provide 
students with skills to meet the de-
mands of an ever-changing labor mar-
ket. 

In function, this rule would prohibit 
college programs from receiving Fed-
eral student loans unless new com-
plicated loan repayment criteria are 
met. As such, the rule incentivizes in-
stitutions to pursue only those repay-
ment plans which satisfy arbitrary 
government goals rather than the 
plans that best fit students’ needs. This 
may be loan repayment; also ignoring 
measures of seemingly equal impor-
tance such as on-time graduation rates 
and clear placement. 

Equally troubling, under the rule, 
proprietary institutions would, sadly, 
be forced to navigate an additional re-
strictive layer of Federal bureaucracy, 
requiring Federal approval in order to 
offer any new programs. Unfortu-
nately, this provision fails to realize 
what is the agile nature of these pro-
prietary institutions that uniquely po-
sition them to help unite a properly 
equipped workforce with employers in 
today’s uncertain job market. By un-
lawfully restricting the flexibility, we 
risk failure to capitalize on emergency 
economic opportunities. 

b 2020 

Moreover the gainful employment 
rule applies almost exclusively to one 
sector of higher education, the propri-

etary schools which tend to teach job- 
specific skills, often to at-risk popu-
lations such as low-income, minorities, 
single parents, high school dropouts 
with GEDs, and first-generation college 
students who do not have financial 
help from parents. Somehow there is 
the notion that the bad actors of the 
Federal higher education loans world is 
exclusively within the proprietary col-
lege sector. This is preposterous, but 
the fact is that the administration has 
chosen to discriminate against these 
schools. The fact remains, a student 
can graduate from any institution of 
higher education with inadequate in-
come to repay their debts, and students 
should not suffer simply because the 
school that best suits their needs oper-
ates under a for-profit model. 

I have repeatedly asked the Depart-
ment of Education to refrain from im-
plementing this rule until we have 
clear data on the state of our Nation’s 
overall higher education system. If the 
administration were serious about ad-
dressing unscrupulous recruiting prac-
tices at the college level, this data 
would be compiled and made available, 
and particularly to Members of Con-
gress. As it stands, we have little more 
than this singular, last-minute vote to 
slow down the administration’s race to 
squeeze the for-profit college sector 
out of existence. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
Mr. ELLISON. Mr. Chairman, I move 

to strike the last word. 
The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 

from Minnesota is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

Mr. ELLISON. Mr. Chair, I would 
like to point out a few important facts 
about the for-profit educational sector, 
and that is that the low-income stu-
dents make up about half of the enroll-
ment for for-profit colleges and minori-
ties comprise about 37 percent. So this 
really is a matter of low-income and 
minority students facing what are 
high-cost loans for students, and often 
90 percent of the money comes from 
the Federal Government. 

Now, as I listen to my friends in the 
Republican caucus, I would think that 
they would want the best value for the 
public dollar. This rule means that 
some money spent will result in the 
outcome that is sought in the begin-
ning, which is gainful employment. 

Too many of the students who go to 
these schools are coming out with 
nothing other than big debt, and no 
education, no gainful employment at 
all. And this is a problem. And I’m sur-
prised that we would not say that, 
look, we are going to make sure that 
when the Federal dollar is put forward, 
there will be value coming back for it. 

Now, I am no opponent of for-profit 
colleges. I think ones that are per-
forming well are certainly welcomed in 
the market and serve a valuable role. 
But there are bad actors. And I think 
it’s important to point out we have 
seen this movie before, Mr. Chairman. 
We have seen it when people said, 
Look, poor people, low-income people 
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of color need to get mortgages. And, 
well, you know what? Well, they can 
get subprime mortgages. Now, not all 
subprime mortgages were predatory 
mortgages, but some were. And enough 
were to be able to take advantage of 
people on a very severe scale. 

This rule, if it goes into effect, if al-
lowed to proceed forward, would make 
sure that these students and the gov-
ernment get good value for their 
money, and no for-profit college that is 
not relying on a business model that 
bilks the consumer, the student, should 
object. No college, no for-profit college 
that relies on a business model that ac-
tually is designed to help the students 
they propose to help should object to 
saying, Look, we’re going to deliver 
what we say we’re going to deliver, 
which is gainful employment. 

This is no friendly thing for the poor 
and low-income students of color. This 
is an abuse. Not all for-profit colleges, 
but some. And the Federal Government 
has a responsibility to make sure that 
these students are not taken advantage 
of. 

By the logic of some of the pro-
ponents of this amendment, we should 
say that, look, any loan shark, pawn 
shop, payday lender, we ought to just 
thank them because, you know what, 
they serve the poor. Well, they had bet-
ter serve the poor in a fair, scrupulous 
way and not take advantage of people 
in a circumstance where they are at a 
disadvantage. 

So I urge members to vote this 
amendment down and to allow the 
proper rulemaking procedure to go for-
ward. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
Mr. ROKITA. Mr. Chairman, I move 

to strike the last word. 
The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 

from Indiana is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

Mr. ROKITA. Mr. Chairman, I rise to 
support this amendment. This so-called 
‘‘gainful employment’’ regulation is 
another example of this big Federal 
Government run amok. 

Today, Hoosiers in Indiana, and all 
Americans, are free to choose from ac-
credited colleges and pick the one that 
they believe fits their needs. These are 
accredited colleges. No one has accused 
them of unfairly serving the poor—no 
one rightfully has—or anyone else. 
They are accredited. They are licensed. 

The Federal Government gets in-
volved in student loans and grants al-
ready, more so, I would say, than I and 
others would like it to. But at least, 
Mr. Chairman, we still let individuals 
make their own decisions on where to 
go to school. 

The new rule makes a mockery of our 
American tradition of free choice, re-
placing it with a bizarre program 
where the Federal Government decides 
what job you should seek and what 
school you can attend. Let me walk 
you through it. 

Under this rule, the Obama adminis-
tration has proposed a plan that, num-
ber one, creates a matrix that exam-

ines the student loan debt to future in-
come of a prospective student; then, it 
compares that ratio to the student 
loan repayment rates of graduates of 
the same program; and, number three, 
and finally, it decides if the student 
can have access to the loans they 
would need to attend the school or pro-
gram of their choice. 

So for those of us listening, watching 
at home, what this means is, if you are 
contemplating going to school so that 
you can economically better yourself, 
or because you otherwise want to en-
rich your life, you just can’t go to the 
college or school of your choosing if 
you need a government loan. 

Instead, a nameless, faceless bureauc-
racy using some bizarre arbitrary for-
mula gets to decide whether or not you 
have chosen a field of study that will 
pay enough to justify the investment, 
in the mind of that particular bureau-
crat. Unbelievable. 

The government and the Obama ad-
ministration are now micromanaging 
this part of our lives, too. Talk about 
central planning, Mr. Chairman. 

To make matters worse, this new 
program will disproportionately hurt 
Hoosiers and other Americans who are 
least able to do anything about it: 
Working Americans who need new 
training and new skills to move for-
ward in the workforce. This was what 
this Congress should be about. 

If this regulation becomes reality, it 
will immediately prevent 400,000 people 
from developing new skills to benefit 
the workforce. By 2020, nearly 5.4 mil-
lion students will be denied the higher 
education program of their choice. 

In a global economy, we cannot com-
pete without an educated and flexible 
workforce. This amendment will allow 
Americans the choice they deserve and 
the educational flexibility our Nation 
needs. I urge a ‘‘yes’’ vote. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

b 2030 
Ms. WATERS. Mr. Chairman, I move 

to strike the last word. 
The Acting CHAIR. The gentlewoman 

from California is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

Ms. WATERS. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
today in strong opposition to the 
Kline-Foxx-Hastings-McCarthy amend-
ment that would stop the Department 
of Education’s proposed gainful em-
ployment regulation. Proprietary col-
leges account for only 7 percent of the 
higher education student population; 
yet last year 44 percent of student loan 
borrowers who defaulted within 2 years 
of beginning their repayment were stu-
dents who had attended for-profit 
schools. 

Mr. Chairman, I know something 
about these private postsecondary 
schools. One could make the argument, 
and you will hear, oh, not all of the 
schools. Of course, not 100 percent of 
the schools are ripoff schools, but a 
huge majority of them are. I have expe-
rienced some of this firsthand. 

While I was working with poor stu-
dents in South Los Angeles, we were 

trying to get them into GED classes. 
The recruiters would come along and 
tell them that they could get them 
into their schools, they could help 
them to get Pell Grants, and they 
could help them get a career, and, lo 
and behold, they would sign up. You 
would see them a few days later, some 
were going to be dental assistants and 
they had a little green jacket on and 
they had a little box that they carried 
to make it look as if they were car-
rying dental tools. But it was just a 
matter of months later when you 
would find sometimes the school was 
out of business. They had been going to 
school, there were no teachers, there 
was no equipment. 

They were ripoff schools. And I want 
to tell you, they make a lot of money. 
Take a look at this one school, Capella. 
They earned $335 million in profits; 78 
percent of that was government 
money. 

Now, my friends on the opposite side 
of the aisle will have you believe they 
want to save the government money. 
They want to make sure that they do 
everything to protect the government 
from spending the taxpayers’ money 
unwisely. Something is wrong with 
this picture when they take the floor 
and argue for the continued ripoff of 
our students and our taxpayer money 
to these schools. 

Let me tell you who some of them 
are. Corinthian, bad reputation; Ever-
est, ITT, Westwood. And, guess what? 
Kaplan University. Guess who owns 
Kaplan? The Washington Post. Do you 
think The Washington Post makes 
most of its money from the newspaper? 
You got another thought coming. Their 
profits and their revenue for the most 
part is coming from Kaplan University, 
which has been found to have done all 
kinds of things to get these students 
in, charging them higher prices for 
these classes. They are not getting 
jobs, they don’t get a career, and they 
end up not only owing the government 
money, but they are prevented from 
having a decent quality of life because 
now they can’t get a section 8, they 
can’t get another Pell Grant, and, you 
know what? In many States they are 
going after Social Security money and 
retirement money. 

This is the next big scandal in Amer-
ica. You think that the meltdown that 
we just had and the foreclosures that 
we are experiencing across this country 
are bad. You wait until the investiga-
tions are done and the truth is told and 
the amount of money is counted from 
the ripoffs. 

Now, I know that this is a powerful 
lobby that I am working against. I un-
derstand that. They roam these Halls, 
and they have plenty of resources, and 
they put out plenty of materials. They 
buy full-page ads. They are up on tele-
vision, the Joe Blow School of Com-
puter Learning that has no school. I 
want to tell you, I understand how 
tough this is. 

But what I don’t understand is how 
they could be joined by people who 
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claim to care about the taxpayers’ 
money and claim that they are fighting 
to reduce government, when in fact 
they are supporting the ripoff schools 
that are increasing the amount of Pell 
Grants that we give to schools, who 
will not get any jobs or create any ca-
reers. 

This is not right. We should not have 
to suffer this kind of misrepresenta-
tion. Members of this House should be 
in support of students who want to 
learn. The worst thing that can happen 
to students who drop out of school, to 
students who haven’t made it, to all of 
a sudden think that somehow they are 
going to get a job and get into one of 
these ripoff schools and get dis-
appointed time and time again. 

I know what populations they are 
targeting. I see them. They are tar-
geting the welfare mothers. They are 
targeting gang-bangers. They are tar-
geting all kinds of people that they 
know are going to have a difficult time 
succeeding. 

So you keep doing this, it is going to 
catch up with you. I ask that this 
amendment not be supported. 

Mr. THOMPSON of Pennsylvania. 
Mr. Chairman, I move to strike the last 
word. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. THOMPSON of Pennsylvania. 
Mr. Chairman, the President has pro-
moted a policy to have 5 million new 
college graduates by 2020, and I com-
mend the President for that goal. How-
ever, I have to stop and wonder, how 
are we going to achieve that mission if 
the Department of Education is going 
to put up roadblocks such as the pro-
posed rules for gainful employment? 

In reality, career college also serves 
many purposes for many different peo-
ple from all walks of life. This is not an 
issue of black or white, rural or urban, 
young or old, or Republican or Demo-
crat. This is an issue of access to op-
portunity. 

I represent a very rural district in 
Pennsylvania. Many of my constitu-
ents don’t have access to a community 
college, and they live a significant dis-
tance from any university. Many pro-
prietary schools have sprung up out of 
necessity. Many students in Pennsyl-
vania choose these schools because of 
their convenience. They realize that 
career colleges offer course work of all 
types and work to accommodate the 
busy schedules that we all have. They 
realize that life does not just stop for 4 
years so that you can go to a school. 
And they realize these institutions will 
give them the skills they need to enter 
the workforce and earn a decent living. 

Mr. Chairman, I have concerns that 
the Department of Education has 
stepped way beyond its authority and 
begun determination of an arbitrary 
ruling on gainful employment. I ask 
my colleagues to support this bipar-
tisan amendment. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr. Chair-

man, I move to strike the requisite 
number of words. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in support of this amend-
ment that will prohibit the use of funds 
by the Department of Education for its 
misguided gainful employment rule. 

Perhaps it would be helpful for the 
body and the public to know what this 
gainful employment is that we are 
talking about. Under the Higher Edu-
cation Act, proprietary colleges and 
universities and career training pro-
grams are required to offer programs 
that lead to gainful employment in a 
legally recognized occupation in order 
to participate in the Federal student 
aid programs. 

The term ‘‘gainful employment’’ has 
been in the statute for over 40 years; 
and during the most recent reauthor-
ization of the Higher Education Act, 
there was absolutely no debate or dis-
cussion on a need to further define the 
term. 

Now, when this originated, several of 
our colleagues on both sides of the 
aisle, and I am deeply appreciative of 
the chairman and my colleagues, in a 
bipartisan fashion we went about our 
business trying to understand just 
what kind of proposed rule it is that 
the Department is talking about and 
just how it is that it will impact the 
overall public. 

What this amendment would do is 
prohibit the use of funds for implemen-
tation of the draft regulation that the 
Department issued on October 29, 2010, 
and will prohibit the Department from 
promulgating or enforcing new regula-
tions regarding gainful employment. 

Let me put a face on these schools, as 
my colleagues that are opposed have 
done. 

Perhaps some of them have never 
eaten at a restaurant where the person 
that prepared the food went to a pro-
prietary institution. I have. 

Perhaps none of them have had phys-
ical therapy where the person admin-
istering it graduated from a propri-
etary school. I have. 

And, most importantly, I want this 
body to understand that of the eight 
people that had the last hands-on expe-
riences with my mother for 2 years, all 
were nurses in two different hospitals 
and at home, and all graduated from 
proprietary schools. 

b 2040 

We all agree that both taxpayer 
funds and students’ best interests 
should be protected in higher edu-
cation. But I can tell you this: rushing 
into a blanket approach that will limit 
student access to higher education and 
fail to adequately address problem in-
stitutions is not the way to go. 

You know what we did here in this 
institution? What we did here for the 
people that work with us, young people 
that graduate from Ivy League schools, 
historically black schools, all over this 
place, we created a program that will 
allow them to help pay off their stu-
dent loans. Some of us hire people at 

what I would not call gainful employ-
ment that may have graduated from 
institutions that I attended or that the 
President attended. 

I don’t understand why the Depart-
ment refuses to recognize job place-
ment, professional certification, pass-
ing rates, employer verification, or 
anything else related in determining 
an institution’s effectiveness. If it’s un-
reasonable amounts of student debt 
that they’re trying to address, I agree 
that that is a concern. Let’s have a 
frank discussion on student debt. But 
it is not only the institutions that are 
responsible. Students, lenders, policy-
makers, as well as institutions must be 
part of this process and must be held 
accountable. 

This proposed rule is very broad and 
its implementation so burdensome that 
many schools will undoubtedly close. 
And I don’t buy into that fallacious ar-
gument that 50 percent of these people 
don’t graduate or don’t go on to do 
this, that, or the other. In this econ-
omy in the United States of America, a 
whole lot of students are graduating 
from a whole lot of schools and are not 
getting jobs today. And many of these 
schools that we’re attacking, unreason-
ably, are places where I know, at least 
in the congressional district that I’m 
privileged to serve, that many of these 
people have received jobs—and many of 
them leave the institutions, like the 
last two nurses that worked with my 
mom that had a job when they left the 
institution. 

This may please some of my friends 
in this body, and the Department of 
Education, but what will happen to the 
single mother looking to change ca-
reers who needs the flexibility of a pri-
vate sector college? What about the 
first-generation college student who 
needs the added support. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge that we support 
this amendment. 

Mr. FLAKE. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike the last word. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Arizona is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

Mr. FLAKE. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of the amendment. If the De-
partment wants to issue a rule, do a 
rule that actually targets the abuses 
rather than takes on a segment of the 
industry that may or may not be 
complicit in the kind of allegations 
that are there. This is overly broad. 
Let’s have them go back to the draw-
ing board and actually target abuses 
that occur, not a segment of the indus-
try that’s actually providing services. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. Chairman, 

I move to strike the last word. 
The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman is 

recognized for 5 minutes. 
Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. Chairman, 

I rise in strong opposition to the Kline 
amendment. Although I know that ca-
reer colleges play an important role in 
higher education, I cannot support this 
amendment because the scope of the 
prohibition is too broad and the timing 
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of this amendment prior to the release 
of any final regulation preempts the 
traditional regulatory process. 

Together, the amendment’s com-
prehensive ban on the Department’s 
ability to ‘‘implement, administer, or 
enforce’’ any current, pending, or fu-
ture regulation of gainful employment 
inappropriately and prematurely re-
stricts the responsibility of the admin-
istration to regulate institutions of 
higher education. 

In the many meetings I’ve had with 
career college stakeholders, each one 
of them has admitted that there are 
bad actors. Despite this uniform rec-
ognition, this amendment would tie 
the hands of the Department of Edu-
cation from any effort to encourage 
these schools to improve their prac-
tices and protect their students. 

I support career colleges, yet I am 
resolute in my belief that the Federal 
Government has the responsibility to 
protect students and hold institutions 
of higher education accountable—espe-
cially those that access public dollars. 
I stand with over 50 civil rights groups, 
Historically Black Colleges and Uni-
versities, and student groups who sup-
port strong gainful employment pro-
tections for students, including key 
civil rights groups such as the NAACP, 
the Leadership Conference on Civil and 
Human Rights, and the Children’s De-
fense Fund; the three HBCU advocacy 
groups—NAFEO, the United Negro Col-
lege Fund, and the Thurgood Marshall; 
and key education groups such as the 
American Federation of Teachers, the 
NEA, and the Council for Opportunity 
in Education. 

Let’s be clear and make no mistake. 
The Kline-Foxx amendment is not 
about protecting low-income minority 
students. If that was the case, then 
those concerns would have been ex-
pressed by not cutting Pell Grants for 
over a million students by approxi-
mately $845 per student. If the goal was 
truly to support low-income minority 
students, the CR would not have cut 
$200 million in institutional aid from 
nonprofit HBCUs, predominantly black 
colleges and universities, and Hispanic- 
Serving Institutions. If the goal was 
truly to help low-income minority stu-
dents, the CR would not have cut $44 
million from GEAR UP and TRIO—pro-
grams that are designed to help first- 
generation students prepare and suc-
ceed in college. 

The reality is that this amendment 
completely stops the Department of 
Education from any form of oversight 
of career colleges that educate 10 per-
cent of higher education students, re-
ceive approximately 24 percent of Fed-
eral grants and loans, and account for 
48 percent of loan defaults. 

I say let’s slow down the process. 
Let’s stop now. Let’s give the Depart-
ment of Education an opportunity to 
review its work and come back to us 
with some regulations that take care 
of the needs of students and not pro-
tect just the institutions. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. TOWNS. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the last word. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from New York is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

Mr. TOWNS. Mr. Chairman, I strong-
ly support the Kline-Foxx-McCarthy- 
Hastings amendment, which would pro-
hibit the use of funds by the Depart-
ment of Education for the implementa-
tion of the Gainful Employment Act. I 
am concerned that if this rule is imple-
mented, it will apply an unnecessary 
broad-brush approach to a complicated 
situation. This rule, if implemented in 
its proposed form, will effectively close 
high-quality programs while leaving 
programs of questionable value open. 
So this is not the way to deal with this 
issue. 

We all know that a college education, 
whenever possible, is one of the best 
paths a student can take to secure em-
ployment in a time when our Nation’s 
unemployment rate is just under 10 
percent. In some communities, it’s dou-
ble that. Let’s not close off any mean-
ingful job training programs. The De-
partment should not forget that these 
programs serve 2.8 million, and many 
of them are economically disadvan-
taged minority students who will lose 
access to the educational opportunities 
that they cannot get elsewhere. These 
students are nontraditional and need 
the extra assistance offered by these 
flexible programs. 

Supporting this amendment is sup-
porting access and choice. Supporting 
this amendment is supporting edu-
cational opportunities for minorities. 
A ‘‘yes’’ vote is a vote for economically 
disadvantaged students. Many of them 
are the first in their families to attend 
college. These students wish to have 
the opportunity to attend a flexible 
program that trains them to be the 
best they can be. 

b 2050 

I urge my colleagues to understand 
how important this is to be able to pro-
vide an opportunity for these young 
people in many instances. One inci-
dent; you cannot draw national conclu-
sions because you know one student 
that did not finish. You can pick the 
finest university and the most pres-
tigious university in this country and 
you can find examples. Let us be seri-
ous. We need to provide opportunities 
for people to be able to have a better 
quality of life. 

On that note, I encourage my col-
leagues to vote ‘‘yes’’ on this amend-
ment. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. Chairman, I 

move to strike the last word. 
The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 

from New Jersey is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

(Mr. ANDREWS asked and was given 
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. Chairman, I join 
a strong coalition of Democrats and 
Republicans in urging a ‘‘yes’’ vote on 

the Kline-Hastings amendment. I do so 
because I believe that every student 
should be guaranteed the right of 
knowing that he or she is going to get 
a high quality education for every tui-
tion dollar they spend and because 
every taxpayer should be guaranteed 
that not one dime of Pell Grant or stu-
dent money goes to any school under 
any ownership or management that 
does not properly spend the public’s 
money. This is a goal that I believe is 
shared universally by each speaker on 
each side who has spoken here tonight. 
Our difference is not over whether we 
should guarantee students and tax-
payers high quality and gainful em-
ployment. Our difference is over how to 
accomplish that. 

Here is my concern about the rule 
that has been proposed thus far. It is 
both under-inclusive and over-inclu-
sive. To understand that, consider two 
schools. The first school successfully 
places 50 percent of its graduates in the 
job for which it’s training people. So 
let’s say it’s a job in medical records 
technology and 50 percent of the stu-
dents from that school are placed suc-
cessfully. That school has a tuition 
that generates a rate so that 7 percent 
of the graduate’s income goes to pay 
back their student loan. The second 
school successfully places 90 percent of 
its graduates in the medical records 
technology field, but its tuition gen-
erates a repayment rate of 10 percent. 
So again the first school only places 
half of its graduates in the job for 
which it’s training people and the sec-
ond school places 90 percent of its jobs 
for which it’s training people. Under 
this rule, the first school survives and 
the second school is thrown out of the 
program. Let me say this again. The 
school with the 50 percent placement 
rate continues to get taxpayer dollars, 
but the school with the 90 percent 
placement rate doesn’t. This doesn’t 
make any sense and it is the basis for 
our bipartisan objection. 

What should we do? If we’re going to 
measure gainful employment, let’s 
come up with a proposal that measures 
gainful employment. Let’s ask the 
question that when students graduate 
from a school, whether it’s for-profit, 
nonprofit or public, whether those stu-
dents in fact gain employment and 
whether that employment raises their 
income and, therefore, is gainful. Let’s 
measure what the law actually says. 

Finally, I think there is the issue of 
whom should make this decision. As 
Chairman KLINE pointed out, as Mr. 
HASTINGS pointed out, as others have, 
the statutory phrase ‘‘gainful employ-
ment’’ has been with us for a very long 
time. But this Congress has never cho-
sen to define it. So the issue here is a 
separation of powers issue. Who should 
determine what gainful employment 
means? Should it be an administrative 
agency or should it be the duly elected 
representatives of the people? I think 
it should clearly be the duly elected 
representatives of the people. 

So I would urge my friends, both 
Democrat and Republican, to vote yes 
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for a procedure that will correct this 
rule, let us join together, Republicans 
and Democrats, and do a bill, work on 
legislation that will give us the kind of 
outcome that we should really have 
here. 

Now why are we doing this? We’re 
doing it so the person with three jobs 
gets fair treatment here. You all know 
her. She’s the person who works 35 or 
40 hours a week on her feet, and that’s 
a full-time job; she’s raising children, 
and that’s a full-time job; and she’s 
going to school, and that’s a full-time 
job. Let’s not put the additional burden 
of taking away or jeopardizing the 
quality school that she has chosen for 
herself. Everyone in this Chamber, I 
believe, supports high quality career 
education. Instead of a rule that sub-
verts that principle, let’s write a bill 
that advances that principle. Let’s vote 
‘‘yes’’ for the Kline-Hastings amend-
ment. 

Mr. HONDA. Mr. Chair, I rise against this 
amendment and to express my strong support 
for the Department of Education’s proposed 
federal student aid funding rules for postsec-
ondary education programs that prepare stu-
dents for gainful employment in a recognized 
occupation. 

The program includes a loan repayment rate 
measure to assess how effectively program 
attendees repay the student loans they bor-
row; debt to earnings measures that assess 
the relationship between the student loan debt 
of program completers and their earnings; and 
a stringent performance threshold for each of 
the three measures. 

I strongly support these ‘‘Gainful Employ-
ment Rules’’ because they protect students 
from fraud, which has adversely impacted the 
minority student population. 

These rules were a response to the Depart-
ment of Education’s recent investigation find-
ings that some for-profit institutions were 
promising students’ job placement upon com-
pletion of their programs and not following 
through on their commitment. Consequently, 
students who enrolled in these schools were 
unable to pay off student loans because they 
were never placed in the jobs they were prom-
ised and could not find employment. Accord-
ing to the Institute for College Access and 
Success, the student default rate at for-profit 
colleges is the highest at 25 percent in com-
parison to private non-profit schools at 7.6 
percent, and public schools at 10.8 percent re-
spectively. 

Not surprisingly, nearly one in five students 
who attend for-profits default on their loans 
within 3 years. Students seeking an education 
are completely unaware of the dire long term 
implications of loan default including the inabil-
ity to receive credit to rent an apartment; buy 
a car or home; or receive future loans for 
postsecondary education. Moreover, evidence 
has shown that some programs tend to over-
charge students for an education that can be 
acquired at a much lower cost at a private 
non-profit or public institution. 

Despite this increased federal assistance, 
tuition at for-profit institutions continues to far 
outpace other schools. Attendance at a two- 
year for-profit institution costs more than five 
times as much as a community college, forc-
ing students to take out more loans, including 
risky private loans. The percent of bachelor’s 

degree recipients from for-profit institutions 
who carry debt in excess of $30,000 is more 
than four times that of their peers at public in-
stitutions. 

I am especially troubled by the fact that low- 
income and minority students are increasingly 
concentrated in for-profit institutions. Approxi-
mately one out of every four African-American, 
Latino, and low-income students start their 
post-secondary education at a for-profit institu-
tion. According to a study by the Education 
Trust, for-profit institutions represent about 9 
percent of all student enrollments, but 16 per-
cent of black students and 24 percent of Pell 
Grant recipients attend these schools. Four- 
year, for-profit institutions have an average 
graduation rate of 22 percent, while public in-
stitutions have a rate of 55 percent and private 
institutions 65 percent. For black and Hispanic 
students, the graduation rates are similarly low 
at for-profits—16 percent and 28 percent, re-
spectively—far below the rates for such stu-
dents at public and non-profit colleges. 

In the 2008–2009 school year, the federal 
government invested $4.31 billion in grant aid 
at for-profit institutions, quadruple what it had 
invested just a decade earlier. With this level 
of public investment, the Department of Edu-
cation has a fiduciary responsibility to make 
sure that its investment is being administered 
correctly and that the for-profits are delivering 
on the commitment they make to their stu-
dents. The Department’s ‘‘Gainful Employment 
Rules’’ will accomplish these goals, and I sup-
port their adoption. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Minnesota (Mr. KLINE). 

The question was taken; and the Act-
ing Chair announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it. 

Mr. KLINE. Mr. Chairman, I demand 
a recorded vote. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Minnesota will be 
postponed. 

AMENDMENT NO. 11 OFFERED BY MR. PENCE 
Mr. PENCE. Mr. Chairman, I have an 

amendment at the desk. 
The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 

designate the amendment. 
The text of the amendment is as fol-

lows: 
At the end of the bill (before the short 

title), insert the following: 
SEC. ll. None of the funds made available 

by this Act may be made available for any 
purpose to Planned Parenthood Federation 
of America, Inc. or any of the following af-
filiates of Planned Parenthood Federation of 
America, Inc.: 

(1) Planned Parenthood Southeast in At-
lanta, Georgia. 

(2) Planned Parenthood of the Great North-
west in Seattle, Washington. 

(3) Planned Parenthood Arizona in Phoe-
nix, Arizona. 

(4) Planned Parenthood of Arkansas and 
Eastern Oklahoma in Tulsa, Oklahoma. 

(5) Planned Parenthood of Greater Mem-
phis Region in Memphis, Tennessee. 

(6) Planned Parenthood Affiliates of Cali-
fornia in Sacramento, California. 

(7) Planned Parenthood Los Angeles in Los 
Angeles, California. 

(8) Planned Parenthood Mar Monte in San 
Jose, California. 

(9) Planned Parenthood of Orange & San 
Bernardino Counties, Inc. in Orange, Cali-
fornia. 

(10) Planned Parenthood Pasadena and San 
Gabriel Valley, Inc. in Pasadena, California. 

(11) Planned Parenthood of the Pacific 
Southwest in San Diego, California. 

(12) Planned Parenthood of Santa Barbara, 
Ventura & San Luis Obispo Counties in 
Santa Barbara, California. 

(13) Planned Parenthood: Shasta-Diablo in 
Concord, California. 

(14) Six Rivers Planned Parenthood in Eu-
reka, California. 

(15) Planned Parenthood of the Rocky 
Mountains in Denver, Colorado. 

(16) Planned Parenthood of Southern New 
England, Inc. in New Haven, Connecticut. 

(17) Planned Parenthood of Delaware in 
Wilmington, Delaware. 

(18) Planned Parenthood of Metropolitan 
Washington, D.C., Inc. in Washington, Dis-
trict of Columbia. 

(19) Florida Association of Planned Parent-
hood Affiliates in Sarasota, Florida. 

(20) Planned Parenthood of Collier County 
in Naples, Florida. 

(21) Planned Parenthood of Greater Or-
lando, Inc. in Orlando, Florida. 

(22) Planned Parenthood of North Florida 
in Jacksonville, Florida. 

(23) Planned Parenthood of South Florida 
and the Treasure Coast, Inc. in West Palm 
Beach, Florida. 

(24) Planned Parenthood of Southwest and 
Central Florida, Inc. in Sarasota, Florida. 

(25) Planned Parenthood of Hawaii in Hon-
olulu, Hawaii. 

(26) Planned Parenthood of Greater Wash-
ington and North Idaho in Yakima, Wash-
ington. 

(27) Planned Parenthood of Illinois in Chi-
cago, Illinois. 

(28) Planned Parenthood of the St. Louis 
Region in St. Louis, Missouri. 

(29) Planned Parenthood of Indiana, Inc. in 
Indianapolis, Indiana. 

(30) Iowa Planned Parenthood Affiliate 
League in Des Moines, Iowa. 

(31) Planned Parenthood of East Central 
Iowa in Cedar Rapids, Iowa. 

(32) Planned Parenthood of the Heartland 
in Des Moines, Iowa. 

(33) Planned Parenthood of Southeast Iowa 
in Burlington, Iowa. 

(34) Planned Parenthood of Kansas and 
Mid-Missouri in Overland Park, Kansas. 

(35) Planned Parenthood of Kentucky, Inc. 
in Louisville, Kentucky. 

(36) Planned Parenthood Southwest Ohio 
Region in Cincinnati, Ohio. 

(37) Planned Parenthood Gulf Coast, Inc. in 
Houston, Texas. 

(38) Planned Parenthood of Northern New 
England in Williston, Vermont. 

(39) Planned Parenthood of Maryland, Inc. 
in Baltimore, Maryland. 

(40) Planned Parenthood League of Massa-
chusetts in Boston, Massachusetts. 

(41) Planned Parenthood Affiliates of 
Michigan in Lansing, Michigan. 

(42) Planned Parenthood of West and 
Northern Michigan in Grand Rapids, Michi-
gan. 

(43) Planned Parenthood Mid and South 
Michigan in Ann Arbor, Michigan. 

(44) Planned Parenthood of South Central 
Michigan in Kalamazoo, Michigan. 

(45) Planned Parenthood of Minnesota, 
North Dakota, South Dakota in St. Paul, 
Minnesota. 

(46) Planned Parenthood of Southwest Mis-
souri in St. Louis, Missouri. 

(47) Tri-Rivers Planned Parenthood in 
Rolla, Missouri. 

(48) Planned Parenthood of Montana, Inc. 
in Billings, Montana. 

(49) Planned Parenthood of the Heartland 
in Omaha, Nebraska. 

(50) Planned Parenthood Affiliates of New 
Jersey in Trenton, New Jersey. 
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(51) Planned Parenthood Association of the 

Mercer Area in Trenton, New Jersey. 
(52) Planned Parenthood of Central New 

Jersey in Shrewsbury, New Jersey. 
(53) Planned Parenthood of Greater North-

ern New Jersey, Inc. in Morristown, New Jer-
sey. 

(54) Planned Parenthood of Metropolitan 
New Jersey in Newark, New Jersey. 

(55) Planned Parenthood of Southern New 
Jersey in Camden, New Jersey. 

(56) Planned Parenthood of New Mexico, 
Inc. in Albuquerque, New Mexico. 

(57) Family Planning Advocates of New 
York State in Albany, New York. 

(58) Planned Parenthood Hudson Peconic, 
Inc. in Hawthorne, New York. 

(59) Planned Parenthood Mohawk Hudson 
in Utica, New York. 

(60) Planned Parenthood of Mid-Hudson 
Valley, Inc. in Poughkeepsie, New York. 

(61) Planned Parenthood of Nassau County, 
Inc. in Hempstead, New York. 

(62) Planned Parenthood of New York City, 
Inc. in New York, New York. 

(63) Planned Parenthood of the North 
Country New York, Inc. in Watertown, New 
York. 

(64) Planned Parenthood of South Central 
New York, Inc. in Oneonta, New York. 

(65) Planned Parenthood of the Rochester/ 
Syracuse Region in Rochester, New York. 

(66) Planned Parenthood of the Southern 
Finger Lakes in Ithaca, New York. 

(67) Planned Parenthood of Western New 
York, Inc. in Buffalo, New York. 

(68) Upper Hudson Planned Parenthood, 
Inc. in Albany, New York. 

(69) Planned Parenthood Health Systems, 
Inc. in Raleigh, North Carolina. 

(70) Planned Parenthood of Central North 
Carolina in Chapel Hill, North Carolina. 

(71) Planned Parenthood Affiliates of Ohio 
in Columbus, Ohio. 

(72) Planned Parenthood of Central Ohio, 
Inc. in Columbus, Ohio. 

(73) Planned Parenthood of Northeast Ohio 
in Akron, Ohio. 

(74) Planned Parenthood of Northwest Ohio 
in Toledo, Ohio. 

(75) Planned Parenthood of Southeast Ohio 
in Athens, Ohio. 

(76) Planned Parenthood of Central Okla-
homa, Inc. in Oklahoma City, Oklahoma. 

(77) Planned Parenthood Advocates of Or-
egon in Eugene, Oregon. 

(78) Planned Parenthood of Southwestern 
Oregon in Eugene, Oregon. 

(79) Planned Parenthood Columbia Willam-
ette in Portland, Oregon. 

(80) Planned Parenthood Pennsylvania Ad-
vocates in Harrisburg, Pennsylvania. 

(81) Planned Parenthood Association of 
Bucks County in Warminster, Pennsylvania. 

(82) Planned Parenthood of Central Penn-
sylvania, Inc. in York, Pennsylvania. 

(83) Planned Parenthood of Northeast and 
Mid-Penn in Trexlertown, Pennsylvania. 

(84) Planned Parenthood of Western Penn-
sylvania in Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania. 

(85) Planned Parenthood Southeastern 
Pennsylvania in Philadelphia, Pennsylvania. 

(86) Planned Parenthood of Middle and 
East Tennessee, Inc. in Nashville, Tennessee. 

(87) Texas Association of Planned Parent-
hood Affiliates in Austin, Texas. 

(88) Planned Parenthood Association of 
Cameron & Willacy Counties, Inc. in Browns-
ville, Texas. 

(89) Planned Parenthood Association of Hi-
dalgo County, Inc. in McAllen, Texas. 

(90) Planned Parenthood Association of 
Lubbock, Inc. in Lubbock, Texas. 

(91) Planned Parenthood of Central Texas, 
Inc. in Waco, Texas. 

(92) Planned Parenthood of North Texas, 
Inc. in Dallas, Texas. 

(93) Planned Parenthood of the Texas Cap-
ital Region in Austin, Texas. 

(94) Planned Parenthood of West Texas, 
Inc. in Odessa, Texas. 

(95) Planned Parenthood Trust of San An-
tonio and South Central Texas in San Anto-
nio, Texas. 

(96) Planned Parenthood Association of 
Utah in Salt Lake City, Utah. 

(97) Planned Parenthood Advocates of Vir-
ginia in Charlottesville, Virginia. 

(98) Planned Parenthood of Southeastern 
Virginia, Inc. in Hampton, Virginia. 

(99) Virginia League for Planned Parent-
hood in Richmond, Virginia. 

(100) Planned Parenthood Public Policy 
Network of Washington in Seattle, Wash-
ington. 

(101) Mt. Baker Planned Parenthood in Bel-
lingham, Washington. 

(102) Planned Parenthood of Wisconsin, 
Inc. in Milwaukee, Wisconsin. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Indiana is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

(Mr. PENCE asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. PENCE. Mr. Chairman, I believe 
that ending an innocent human life is 
morally wrong. But I rise tonight be-
cause I also believe it’s morally wrong 
to take the taxpayer dollars of millions 
of pro-life Americans and use it to fund 
organizations that provide and pro-
mote abortion—like Planned Parent-
hood of America. The American people 
deserve to know that Planned Parent-
hood is not only the largest abortion 
provider in America, Planned Parent-
hood is also the largest recipient of 
taxpayer funding under title X. 

According to their latest annual re-
port, Planned Parenthood received 
more than $363 million in taxpayer 
money while boasting of having per-
formed an unprecedented 324,008 abor-
tions during the same period. 

The amendment that I bring to the 
floor tonight would deny any and all 
funding to Planned Parenthood Federa-
tion of America and its affiliates for 
the rest of the fiscal year. But let me 
be clear. This amendment would not 
cut funding for health services. It 
would simply block those funds already 
in the bill from subsidizing America’s 
largest abortion provider. 

Now I am aware that title X family 
planning funds are eliminated in this 
bill. But eliminating title X funding 
has never been my goal. I support the 
important work of title X clinics 
across the country. The reality is that 
Planned Parenthood receives hundreds 
of millions of taxpayer dollars from 
Federal funding sources other than 
title X, and our effort tonight is spe-
cifically to focus on denying any and 
all Federal funding to the largest abor-
tion provider in America. 

The reasons for doing so are many. 
The case for defunding Planned Parent-
hood has made headlines for years. In 
2002, Planned Parenthood was found 
civilly liable in Arizona for failure to 
report statutory rape. Since that time, 
Planned Parenthood affiliates have 
been found violating reporting laws in 
Indiana and California, and found to 

have violated statutory reporting laws 
in places like Ohio. Recently in Cali-
fornia, Washington, New Jersey and 
New York, Planned Parenthood clinics 
have been accused of fraudulent ac-
counting over billing practices. And, of 
course, last week as the Nation 
watched in horror, new undercover vid-
eos were released that showed Planned 
Parenthood employees in multiple 
States apparently willing to aid human 
sex traffickers by coaching them on 
how to falsify documents to secure se-
cret abortions for underage prostitutes. 
As the father of two teenage daughters, 
there are not words strong enough to 
portray my contempt for this pattern 
of fraud and abuse against young 
women by Planned Parenthood, and 
that’s what brings us here today. 

Now I know that some consider this 
amendment to be something of a war 
on Planned Parenthood. But this is not 
about Planned Parenthood’s right to be 
in the abortion business. Sadly, abor-
tion on demand is legal in America. 
This is about who pays for it. Nobody is 
saying that Planned Parenthood can’t 
be the leading advocate of abortion on 
demand in America, but why do I have 
to pay for it? Nobody is saying that 
Planned Parenthood can’t continue to 
be the largest abortion provider in 
America. But why do tens of millions 
of pro-life American taxpayers have to 
pay for it? 

b 2100 
Let me be clear as I come to the 

floor. 
I long for the day that Roe v. Wade is 

sent to the ash heap of history, when 
we move past the broken hearts and 
the broken lives of the past 38 years. 
But as this debate rages on, I call on 
my colleagues in both parties: 

Let’s at least respect what has been 
the historic and overwhelming con-
sensus of the American people: that we 
ought not use their taxpayer dollars to 
provide or promote abortion at home 
and abroad. Let’s end taxpayer support 
for abortion providers, specifically 
Planned Parenthood, once and for all. 

I urge my colleagues to take a stand 
for taxpayers and to take a stand for 
life, to take a stand against a pattern 
of corruption, and to take a stand for 
young women in crisis pregnancies, 
who deserve access to unbiased and 
compassionate health care services. 

Let’s end the taxpayer support of 
Planned Parenthood. The Pence 
amendment’s purpose is to do simply 
that and, in so doing, to stand with the 
American people, to stand with the 
American taxpayer, and to stand with-
out apology for the sanctity of human 
life. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Chair, I rise in 

opposition to the amendment. 
The Acting CHAIR. The gentlewoman 

from Connecticut is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

Ms. DELAURO. We were told by our 
Republican colleagues that they were 
here to create jobs, to turn the econ-
omy around, and to reduce the deficit, 
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but here they go again—spending time 
on an extreme, divisive social agenda. 

Mr. Chairman, in a breathtaking and 
radical step, the Republican majority 
has already proposed to eliminate title 
X funding, which has connected mil-
lions of American women to health 
care since 1970. Now this amendment 
by the Congressman from Indiana con-
tinues the same pattern of contempt 
for women’s health and basic rights. 
With this amendment, my colleague is 
trying to specifically exclude one pro-
vider of legal health services, Planned 
Parenthood, from Federal funds. This 
amendment has nothing to do with the 
deficit. It is an attack by one Congress-
man on one organization, and it need-
lessly puts the lives of American 
women in danger. 

Planned Parenthood carries out mil-
lions of preventative and primary care 
services every year. This includes im-
munizations and routine gynecological 
exams. This includes nearly 1 million 
screenings for cervical cancer, identi-
fying more than 90,000 women who are 
at risk for cervical cancer. Every year, 
cervical cancer kills 4,000 women. If 
you can identify the risk early on, then 
you can save a woman’s life. Planned 
Parenthood cares for more than 3 mil-
lion American men and women every 
year. 

In my State of Connecticut, more 
than 62,000 men and women benefit 
from health care at Planned Parent-
hood clinics. Over 70 percent of those 
patients have a family income of less 
than $16,245 a year. In other words, this 
is the only way they can afford care. In 
fact, 6 of every 10 women who seek care 
at a title X-funded center like Planned 
Parenthood consider it their main 
source of medical care. 

The vital preventative care and fam-
ily planning services supported by title 
X save money and save lives. For every 
dollar invested in title X, taxpayers 
save just under $4. But under the guise 
of budget cutting, the new majority is 
launching an assault on title X and en-
dangering women’s health. Understand 
their purpose. Understand it clearly: to 
impose their traditional view of a wom-
an’s role. 

This legislation is not about the Fed-
eral funding of abortion. Federal funds, 
including title X, are already banned 
from going towards abortion services 
under the Hyde amendment. Rather, 
much like the repeal of health care re-
form, this is part of a Republican agen-
da to force women back into tradi-
tional roles with limited opportunities. 

This amendment will cause more 
than 3 million people to lose access to 
basic primary and preventative health 
care. I am a cancer survivor. I am a 
cancer survivor who is only here be-
cause my cancer was found at stage 1. 
I can tell you that losing access to 
screening will cost lives and will kill 
women in this country. 

It comes down to this: The proposals 
to eliminate title X and to defund 
Planned Parenthood are bad policies 
that hurt women and do nothing for 
our economy. In fact, it costs money. 

This Republican Congress is trying to 
turn back the clock on women’s health 
and to turn back the clock on women’s 
basic rights. They are taking us back 
to a day when family planning was not 
a given opportunity for women. Instead 
of making it harder for women to get 
health care, we should be standing up 
for these vital services. I encourage 
and urge my colleagues to defeat this 
amendment. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
Mrs. SCHMIDT. Madam Chair, I 

move to strike the last word. 
The Acting CHAIR (Mrs. CAPITO). 

The gentlewoman from Ohio is recog-
nized for 5 minutes. 

(Mrs. SCHMIDT asked and was given 
permission to revise and extend her re-
marks.) 

Mrs. SCHMIDT. Every day, Ameri-
cans sit at their kitchen tables, and 
they do a number of things, including 
trying to figure out how to stretch that 
dollar and how to stop unnecessary 
spending. And they are asking us in 
Congress to do the same. I look at this 
room as our kitchen table. 

Over the last week, we have debated 
that issue: How do we stretch the 
American tax-paying dollar? 

Tonight, Madam Chair, I rise in sup-
port of the Pence amendment because 
it ensures that our precious tax dollars 
will no longer go to a group whose 
main purpose is to provide abortions. 

Make no mistake: Planned Parent-
hood is our Nation’s largest abortion 
provider. It receives one-third of its 
$1.1 billion from tax-paying Americans. 
For the sake of abortion, Planned Par-
enthood holds itself above the law, ig-
noring mandatory reporting require-
ments, skirting parental consent, and 
aiding and abetting child sex-traf-
ficking. 

Madam Chair, this hurts young girls 
in the process. 

Four years of investigations show 17 
Planned Parenthood clinics in 10 dif-
ferent States facilitating the sexual ex-
ploitation of women. In 2008, the Mona 
Lisa Project showed 10 Planned Parent-
hood clinics in California, Indiana, Ari-
zona, Tennessee, Alabama, and Wis-
consin ignoring mandatory reporting 
laws and finding ways to skirt parental 
consent laws, covering up sexual abuse 
so girls can get secret abortions. 

I only wish this weren’t true, but in 
my own hometown of Cincinnati, Ohio, 
twice Cincinnati Planned Parenthood 
did just that. In one case, it was a fa-
ther who brought his daughter to the 
abortion clinic. When she was taken 
into the room, she told the abortion 
provider it was he who raped her. 

They did nothing. He is now in jail. 
We have an ongoing case right now of 

a coach who took a young girl to the 
clinic, and said, I’m her guardian. 
When later the parents took her to the 
doctor and the doctor asked—When did 
she have this abortion?—the parents 
were shocked. 

He is now on trial. 
So this isn’t something that is out 

there of ‘‘a wish come maybe.’’ This is 

something that actually happened in 
my own city. 

In 2011, seven Planned Parenthood 
clinics in New Jersey, Virginia, New 
York, and Washington, D.C., aided and 
abetted the sexual trafficking of chil-
dren, helping actors posing as a pimp 
and a prostitute to ‘‘manage’’ an un-
derage sex ring to get secret abortions, 
contraceptives, and STD testing to 
keep their commercial child rape busi-
ness ‘‘safe.’’ 

Planned Parenthood called the be-
havior of a Richmond counselor, who 
coached the pimp and the prostitute on 
how to use judicial bypass to get secret 
abortions for their underage sex slaves, 
‘‘professional.’’ 

Like former Planned Parenthood di-
rector Abby Johnson says, ‘‘It’s not a 
training problem; it’s an ideology prob-
lem.’’ 

Now, Planned Parenthood will tell 
you they are trying to prevent abor-
tions, but last year alone, they per-
formed 324,008 abortions and prevented 
283,000. One in 10 Planned Parenthood 
clients receives an abortion. They are 
the largest provider of abortions in 
America. 

America’s taxpayers are asking us to 
be wise with their dollars. When you 
ask the question—should we be paying 
for abortions?—American taxpayers 
say ‘‘no.’’ 

Should we be providing America’s 
largest abortion provider taxpayer 
funding to help keep its lights on so 
that on one side it can provide family 
planning services and on the other side 
provide abortions? 

I believe the folks at the kitchen 
table in America are saying ‘‘no.’’ 

b 2110 

Tonight in this Chamber, at Amer-
ica’s kitchen table, I am asking our 
Members to say no to this practice and 
support the Pence amendment. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
Mrs. LOWEY. Madam Chair, I move 

to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentlewoman 
from New York is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

Mrs. LOWEY. Madam Chairwoman, I 
rise in strong opposition to the amend-
ment. Our constituents sent us here to 
create jobs. Instead, the majority is 
pushing an extreme right-wing agenda 
to limit women’s health. 

In the course of considering the un-
derlying bill that eliminates the Fed-
eral family planning program, a Mem-
ber of the majority—in fact, another 
gentleman from Indiana—proposed pro-
viding birth control to horses. And now 
we are considering an amendment at-
tacking Planned Parenthood, which 
has provided health services to one in 
five American women. So it seems to 
me that Republicans believe that 
horses should have family planning, 
but women should not. 

I strongly urge those who support 
this affront to women’s health to clear-
ly explain to their constituents that 
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they want to make it harder to access 
pap tests, breast exams, routine gyne-
cological examinations, flu vaccina-
tions, smoking cessation services, cho-
lesterol screening, contraceptives, and 
all of the other services that Planned 
Parenthood provides. 

My friends, this is not about abor-
tion. Federal law prohibits Federal dol-
lars from being spent on abortion. This 
amendment is about denying women 
access to basic health services. I oppose 
this amendment because we should be 
focusing on creating jobs and pro-
tecting women’s health. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
Mrs. BACHMANN. Madam Chair, I 

move to strike the last word. 
The Acting CHAIR. The gentlewoman 

from Minnesota is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

Mrs. BACHMANN. Madam Chair, I 
thank the gentleman from Indiana (Mr. 
PENCE) for bringing forth this tremen-
dous amendment this evening for us to 
consider. I am grateful for his willing-
ness to bring this forward because this 
is a concerning issue for so many 
Americans, concerning on so many 
issues, and concerning for people as 
well who are concerned about the use 
of tax funds. 

There is an article that appeared in 
The Wall Street Journal in 2008 that 
was a fairly deep expose’ of Planned 
Parenthood and what Planned Parent-
hood was doing with their money. I 
would like to quote from that article: 

Flush with cash, Planned Parenthood 
affiliates nationwide are aggressively 
expanding their reach, seeking to woo 
more affluent patients with a network 
of suburban clinics and huge new 
health centers that project a decidedly 
upscale image. 

Executives say they are rebranding 
their clinics to appeal to women of 
means, a move that opens new avenues 
for boosting revenue, and they hope 
new political clout. Two elegant new 
health centers have been built, and at 
least five more are on the way; the 
Planned Parenthood facility in Denver, 
Colorado, is 52,000 square feet. They 
feature touches such as muted lighting, 
hardwood floors, and airy waiting 
rooms in colors selected by marketing 
experts. 

Planned Parenthood has also opened 
more than two dozen quick-service ‘‘ex-
press centers,’’ many in suburban shop-
ping malls, including my home State of 
Minnesota. Some Planned Parenthoods 
sell jewelry. Some sell candles, books, 
and T-shirts right next to the contra-
ception. It is ‘‘a new branding,’’ says 
the president, Leslie Durgin, senior 
vice president at Planned Parenthood 
of the Rocky Mountains. 

Planned Parenthood is the Nation’s 
largest abortion provider. They re-
ported a record $1 billion in annual rev-
enues. One-third of that comes from 
the Federal and State grants that we 
are discussing this evening. 

And the nonprofit ended their year 
with a surplus of $115 million, or a 
third of the grants that they received 

from government, and with net assets 
of nearly $1 billion. In 2008, Planned 
Parenthood had 882 clinics nationwide. 
One of their competitors—and they do 
have independent, for-profit competi-
tors—said Planned Parenthood is ‘‘not 
unlike other big national chains. They 
put local, independent businesses in a 
tough situation.’’ 

Even as the total number of abor-
tions in the United States has dropped, 
the number performed by Planned Par-
enthood has grown to nearly 290,000 a 
year. In 2005, Planned Parenthood ac-
counted for one in every five abortions, 
and they are pushing to increase their 
market share. 

The president of Planned Parenthood 
of the Rocky Mountains also said she 
has encouraged more Planned Parent-
hood clinics to offer abortions. Sarah 
Stoesz, who heads the Planned Parent-
hood operation in my State of Min-
nesota, said she recently opened ‘‘three 
express centers in wealthy Minnesota 
suburbs, in shopping centers and malls, 
places where women are already doing 
their grocery shopping, picking up 
their Starbucks, living their daily 
lives.’’ 

And stopping off for an abortion. 
‘‘I like to think of it as the 

LensCrafters of family planning,’’ 
Steve Trombley, the top executive in 
Illinois, said as he toured an express 
center a few doors down from a hair 
salon and a Japanese restaurant in the 
well-to-do suburb of Schaumburg, Illi-
nois. 

The strategy draws new patients and 
money. In Illinois, Planned Parenthood 
officials say they take a loss of nearly 
$1 a packet on birth-control pills that 
go to poor women under Title X. How-
ever, they make nearly $22 on each 
month of pills sold to an adult who can 
afford to pay full price out of pocket. 
And the majority of woman who stop 
by the new Planned Parenthood in 
Schaumburg are in that group of afflu-
ent women. 

In 2008, Planned Parenthood’s polit-
ical action arm planned to raise $10 
million to influence the fall campaigns. 
Under Federal tax law, the health care 
wing of Planned Parenthood can’t sup-
port political candidates, but they can 
mobilize voters and they can advocate 
on issues like abortion rights and sex 
education in schools, all paid with Fed-
eral grants. 

To encourage the new wave of pa-
tients to join the cause, an express cen-
ter in Parker, Illinois, sells political 
buttons next to the condoms and sets 
out invitations for political activism 
by the magazine rack. The center open-
ing in Denver in 2008 uses 20 percent of 
their space for health care; 40 percent 
of their space they use for meetings, 
including political work. 

The Acting CHAIR. The time of the 
gentlewoman has expired. 

Mr. KINGSTON. Madam Chair, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Georgia is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

Mr. KINGSTON. I yield to my friend 
in the well, the gentlewoman from 
Minnesota. 

Mrs. BACHMANN. I thank the gen-
tleman. 

In Portland, Oregon, a planned 40,000- 
square-foot headquarters will include 
space for candidate forums and phone 
banks, as well as a clinic. Again, all 
paid for with an additional subsidy 
from the Federal and State taxpayer. 
Mr. Greenberg said donors were ini-
tially skeptical about the size and the 
$16.5 million cost, but eventually they 
came around because the building be-
comes ‘‘a symbol for our outreach and 
a symbol for our community activ-
ism.’’ 

Madam Chair, it is clear after exten-
sive study and review by this Wall 
Street Journal what we are seeing 
today is that Planned Parenthood is fo-
cused on political activity, and they 
are focused on becoming big business. 
When you have the executive director 
of Planned Parenthood in Illinois say-
ing they want to become the 
LensCrafters of big abortion, I think 
we should listen to them. If they want 
to become the LensCrafters, then let 
them become the LensCrafters. 

As my colleague, Mr. PENCE, said, 
abortion is legal today in the United 
States, but the taxpayers shouldn’t 
have to support it. And if they want to 
become the LensCrafters, Planned Par-
enthood, a billion-dollar organization, 
should lose the $300 million they re-
ceive in Federal grants, and they 
should also have their tax-exempt sta-
tus seriously studied by the Internal 
Revenue Service. If they are competing 
with for-profit businesses and putting 
them out of business, then Planned 
Parenthood has no business holding a 
nonprofit status that benefits that or-
ganization. 

On any number of levels, Madam 
Chair, this year, more than any other 
year, we need to completely defund 
Planned Parenthood and begin a proc-
ess to end the tax-exempt status of this 
now profit-seeking, political-seeking 
organization. 

Mr. KINGSTON. I yield back the bal-
ance of my time. 

b 2120 

Ms. LEE. Madam Chair, I move to 
strike the last word. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentlewoman 
from California is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

Ms. LEE. I rise in opposition to the 
Pence amendment and the war on 
women throughout this bill. And to the 
gentleman from Indiana, just take a 
look at what is being proposed and why 
I call it a war on women. 

First, the elimination of funding for 
lifesaving family planning programs 
funded by title X which help provide a 
range of critical services, including 
testing for sexually transmitted infec-
tions, contraceptives, and annual 
health exams which, by the way, do not 
include abortions services, though I 
wish that law was overturned. 
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This war on women totally elimi-

nates the President’s teen pregnancy 
prevention initiative which supports 
evidence-based sex education and are 
specifically designed to reduce abor-
tion. It imposes a funding restriction 
on how the District of Columbia can 
use its own funds to pay for health care 
and abortion services. It includes an 
amendment to restrict State Medicaid 
funding for family planning, which are 
predominantly women of color in many 
communities. 

This is really a shame and a disgrace. 
This includes an amendment to rein-
state the Federal refusal rule issued in 
the waning days of the Bush adminis-
tration which would dramatically ex-
pand the current ability of health pro-
viders to refuse to provide health care 
services that they oppose ideologically 
while jeopardizing the ability of pa-
tients to get health care. And that’s 
just on the domestic front. 

The bill eliminates funding for the 
United Nations Population Fund, 
which provides critical reproductive 
health care, including family planning 
services to the world’s poorest women 
and which does not provide abortion 
services, though they are much needed. 
This bill would also reinstate the glob-
al gag rule and prevent family planning 
organizations that provide abortions 
with their own private money from re-
ceiving Federal funds. This bill cuts 
$100 million from USAID’s family plan-
ning programs. 

But that’s not enough for some peo-
ple, as an amendment was filed to com-
pletely, mind you, completely elimi-
nate these programs which help pre-
vent more than 7.8 million unintended 
pregnancies around the world. 

These decisions by the Republican 
majority will endanger women’s 
health, severely restrict women’s 
rights, insert the government into the 
private medical decisions of women 
and their families, and are nothing 
short of an all-out war against women. 

And we are fighting back. Instead of 
working together to get our economy 
moving again, to help the unemployed, 
and to create jobs, the Republicans are 
seeking to impose an ideological agen-
da on the country. And now we have 
the Pence amendment, an amendment 
that would restrict title X funding 
from going to Planned Parenthood, one 
of the oldest, most important, most 
trusted, most utilized public health or-
ganizations in the country. 

Let’s be clear, this is not about abor-
tion. Existing restrictions prevent Fed-
eral funding for abortion. This is about 
a direct attack on an organization that 
provides critical health services aimed 
largely at women in underserved com-
munities throughout the country. 

With over 85 local affiliates and more 
than 800 health centers across the 
country, the services provided by 
Planned Parenthood are invaluable. 
Every year, Planned Parenthood affili-
ates see nearly 3 million patients and 
provide contraception to nearly 2.5 mil-
lion patients and over 1.1 million preg-

nancy tests. They provide nearly 1 mil-
lion Pap tests, identifying about 93,000 
women at risk of cervical cancer. They 
provide 830,000 breast exams, nearly 4 
million tests for sexually transmitted 
infections, including HIV. They provide 
health education for nearly 1.2 million 
people. 

How are any of these activities objec-
tionable? Are you against women get-
ting breast exams? Do you object to 
women and girls getting tested for 
HIV? Are you opposed to women con-
trolling their own bodies and deter-
mining if and when they want to get 
pregnant? Let’s be clear, government 
funding does not make up the whole 
sum of Planned Parenthood’s finances, 
but government funding does provide 
invaluable support to help local health 
centers provide services for women to 
avoid cancer, to protect their health, 
and to lead healthy and fulfilling lives. 

So let’s stop this attack on a trusted 
health provider, and let’s stop this war 
on women. That’s not what the Amer-
ican people want. They want jobs. They 
want a chance to work hard and take 
care of their families. They don’t want 
to argue with their insurance provider 
or with their employer or their govern-
ment or their elected officials about 
abortion. We should be working to-
gether to unite our country and to 
tackle the challenges that Americans 
face each and every day, not pursuing 
divisive, ideologically driven agendas. 

So I urge a ‘‘no’’ vote on this CR and 
on all these amendments that wage 
war on women. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
Mr. PITTS. I move to strike the last 

word. 
The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 

from Pennsylvania is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. PITTS. Madam Chair, we have 
seen in just the past couple of weeks 
incidents that remind us of the horrors 
associated with the abortion industry. 
We have seen in a women’s health clin-
ic in west Philadelphia women and 
children brutally killed in late-term 
abortions. We have seen a series of vid-
eos that have given us a behind-the- 
scenes look at the standard operating 
procedures at Planned Parenthood clin-
ics across the countries. The videos de-
pict investigative journalists receiving 
advice on how to run their prostitution 
business and how to obtain illegal 
abortions. 

Some people have said, Character is 
who you are when no one is watching. 
Or to put it another way, It is what 
you do when you think no one is 
watching. Planned Parenthood, the 
number one abortion provider in the 
country, has revealed its true char-
acter in these videos. Unfortunately, 
Planned Parenthood staff exposed their 
true colors, and they neglected to act 
with integrity when faced with a situa-
tion dealing with sex trafficking. It 
was more important to them to pro-
mote abortion than to help rescue un-
derage girls enslaved in prostitution. 

In this country, 95 percent of abor-
tions occur in clinics, not hospitals. 

These clinics don’t need Federal tax 
dollars to support their unethical prac-
tices. Planned Parenthood recently re-
ported providing 332,278 abortions in 
the year 2009. That’s the last reported 
year. Planned Parenthood, itself, has 
recently made plain the centrality of 
abortion to its mission, mandating 
that every Planned Parenthood affil-
iate have at least one clinic performing 
abortions within the next 2 years. 

Despite being a billion-dollar-a-year 
corporation, Planned Parenthood re-
ceives $363.2 million, 33 percent of its 
income, from government grants and 
contracts, that is, from taxpayer dol-
lars. Unfortunately, Planned Parent-
hood actively ignores statutory rape 
reporting laws and campaigns against 
efforts to enforce or strengthen them, 
as illustrated in the recent videos. 

Planned Parenthood in Kansas 
claims to be ‘‘a trusted source of 
health care and education for thou-
sands of women, men and children,’’ 
yet was charged with 107 criminal 
counts, including failure to report sex-
ual abuse and falsifying documents in 
order to perform illegal late-term abor-
tions. Planned Parenthood in Cali-
fornia has privately admitted to over-
charging the State and Federal Gov-
ernments by at least $180 million for 
birth control pills, despite internal and 
external warnings that its billing prac-
tices were improper. Planned Parent-
hood in Indiana has been accused of en-
dangering the safety and well-being of 
minor girls by intentionally circum-
venting State parental involvement 
laws and breaking State law by refus-
ing to report statutory rape. 

There are many other sources of fam-
ily planning money to other organiza-
tions and to State and local govern-
ments. Unfortunately, Planned Parent-
hood is exploiting women and children. 
They have shown themselves to be an 
extreme organization with unethical 
practices. Our daughters and grand-
daughters deserve better. 

I urge support of the Pence amend-
ment. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

b 2130 

Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. I move to strike 
the last word. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentlewoman 
from Illinois is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. Madam Chair-
man, House Republicans have made 
their agenda really clear. What’s obvi-
ous is that it’s really not about cre-
ating jobs. It’s not about addressing 
the economy, but rather the extreme 
agenda is to undermine women’s access 
to reproductive health care and attack 
women’s health providers that women 
rely on in their communities. 

We’ve seen an all-out assault on 
Planned Parenthood. Instead of attack-
ing unemployment, Republicans are 
waging a war against women. This is 
not about Federal funding of abortion, 
and it is not about quality of care. This 
is about cutting off women’s access to 
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affordable care in an effort to score po-
litical points. This amendment does 
nothing to improve the economy. It 
will result in lost jobs, and it will take 
away the only source of primary and 
preventive care from millions of Amer-
ican women. 

Planned Parenthood, a trusted orga-
nization by women, plays a critical 
role in our Nation’s health care sys-
tem, and the Pence amendment would 
have a devastating impact on commu-
nities across the country. Planned Par-
enthood serves over 3 million Ameri-
cans every year. More than 90 percent 
of the care Planned Parenthood health 
centers offer is preventive care. 
Planned Parenthood provides life-
saving cancer screenings, routine gyne-
cological examinations, contraceptive 
services, immunizations and testing 
and treatment for sexually transmitted 
infections. 

Planned Parenthood saves money. So 
this is not about saving Federal dol-
lars. It saves money. For every dollar 
spent on the services I mentioned, and 
others, $3 are saved. 

One in five American women has re-
ceived care from a Planned Parenthood 
health center at some point in her life, 
making it one of the largest women’s 
health care providers in the country. 
And now is not the time to constrict 
women’s access to and funding for 
Planned Parenthood. And American 
women will suffer if the extreme Re-
publican agenda becomes law. Six in 10 
women who access care from women’s 
health centers like Planned Parent-
hood’s health centers consider it to be 
their main source of health care. This 
amendment intends to literally wipe 
Planned Parenthood off the map. 

Planned Parenthood is an invaluable 
community-based provider, and it is 
critical to achieving the goal of im-
proving quality health care in this 
country, including efforts to improve 
women’s health, lowering the rate of 
unintended pregnancies, and decreasing 
infant mortality. 

I find it ironic, very disturbing, that 
the very same people that want to take 
away family planning funding and ac-
cess to safe and legal abortions, which 
are not funded by public dollars, have 
also proposed a nearly $750 million cut 
to the Women, Infant and Children pro-
gram to pregnant women and newborn 
children. This, like the repeal of health 
care reform, is part of the Republicans’ 
divisive social agenda that goes too far. 

Now is the time to be working on the 
issues that are most important to 
Americans, creating jobs and improv-
ing the economy, rather than legisla-
tion that takes health care away from 
women. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
Mr. FLAKE. I move to strike the last 

word. 
The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 

from Arizona is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

Mr. FLAKE. Madam Chairman, I 
want to thank the gentleman from In-
diana for bringing this amendment for-

ward. It was said earlier in this discus-
sion that this is a war being waged by 
one Congressman on one organization. 
I don’t think that that’s accurate. I 
think that this is an effort by many 
Members of Congress, each of whom 
represents some 650,000 individuals, 
who do not want to see their tax dol-
lars used to fund abortion. I think it’s 
as simple as that. And when you see 
the videos that have been referenced 
earlier today about what went on in 
these clinics, and the misrepresenta-
tion that was there, and the out and 
out illegal behavior that was encour-
aged, that warrants some kind of ac-
tion. And I think that’s what this ef-
fort is about. 

So I think it behooves us to tone 
down the rhetoric and to actually de-
cide what is this effort about. And it’s 
about ensuring that individuals who do 
not want their tax dollars used to fund 
abortions may have that right to say 
so here in the House of Representatives 
on the floor here, and to vote to have 
their Members of Congress, their Rep-
resentatives here vote in the way that 
they feel they should vote. That’s what 
this effort’s about. I commend the gen-
tleman for bringing it forward. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. 

Madam Chair, I move to strike the last 
word. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentlewoman 
from Florida is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. 
Madam Chair, sadly, our colleagues on 
the other side of the aisle have no idea 
how to create jobs or turn the economy 
around, so their true colors have come 
to the surface. And Speaker BOEHNER 
made that clear when asked about the 
potential job losses that will result 
from horrendous budget cuts that we 
have been debating for the last couple 
of days, when he responded, so be it. 

So I rise today to urge my colleagues 
to vote ‘‘no’’ on this amendment. This 
is a dangerously ideologically moti-
vated stunt that will imperil the lives 
and well-being of millions of women 
and their families. This amendment is 
not just a war on Planned Parenthood, 
as the gentleman from Indiana said. 
It’s a war on women. 

Planned Parenthood clinics are a cru-
cial part of our national health care 
fabric. Through Federal funds, includ-
ing Medicaid reimbursements and title 
X funding on an annual basis, Planned 
Parenthood health centers are able to 
offer nearly one million lifesaving 
screenings for cervical cancer, 830,000 
breast examination, contraception to 
nearly 2.5 million patients, nearly 4 
million tests and treatments for sexu-
ally transmitted infections, including 
HIV, and education programs for 1.2 
million individuals. These are much 
needed services that we could not af-
ford to lose. 

In addition to completely de-funding 
Planned Parenthood, this amendment 
would also strike all Federal funding 
for title X programs. This would be a 

colossal mistake and truly a matter of 
life and death to millions of women na-
tionwide. 

Since 1970, the title X family plan-
ning program has been a key compo-
nent of our Nation’s health care infra-
structure and an essential element in 
the winning strategy to reduce unin-
tended pregnancies. 

Today title X serves over 5 million 
low-income individuals every year. In 
every State, women and men rely on 
title X for basic primary and preventa-
tive health care including annual 
exams, lifesaving cancer screenings, 
contraception and testing and treat-
ment for sexually transmitted diseases. 
In fact, in 2009 alone title X providers 
performed 2.2 million Pap tests, 2.3 mil-
lion breast exams, and over 6 million 
tests for sexually transmitted diseases, 
including nearly a million HIV tests. 

As a breast cancer survivor whose 
cancer was caught at the earliest 
stage, like my friend from Connecticut, 
I know how critical these screenings 
are in saving women’s lives. And pre-
ventative care isn’t limited to cancer 
screenings and education on how to 
avoid STDs. 

Supporters of this bill mistakenly 
argue that this cut is necessary to pre-
vent Federal funding for abortions. Let 
me be clear: Federal funding for abor-
tions is already prohibited by law. This 
has been the case for decades. Yet this 
amendment attempts to take funding 
prohibitions to an unconscionable new 
level and, if passed, will result in mil-
lions of women not being able to obtain 
necessary preventive care like birth 
control and cancer screenings. 

If Republicans truly want to reduce 
abortions in this country, they would 
vote against this amendment. Indeed, 
title X actually reduces the number of 
abortions. Title X services help to pre-
vent nearly 1 million unintended preg-
nancies each year, almost half of which 
would otherwise end in abortion. Cur-
rent statistics from the Gutmacher In-
stitute indicate that nearly half of 
pregnancies in the United States are 
unintended. We should be providing 
women and their families with the re-
sources they need, not striking them. 

Indeed, Planned Parenthood and the 
title X program provide vital family 
planning services which help improve 
the life of the mother and the child. 
It’s a simple fact. Family planning 
keeps women and children healthy. 
When women plan their pregnancies, 
they are more likely to seek prenatal 
care, improving their own health and 
the health of their children. In fact, ac-
cess to family planning is directly 
linked to the declines in maternal and 
infant mortality rates. There should be 
no shadow of a doubt that this amend-
ment is anti-woman and anti-family. 

While my colleague from Indiana 
may frame this amendment in the con-
text of fiscal responsibility, that is 
once again a mistaken premise. This 
amendment would not cut the deficit. 
In fact, title X actually saves taxpayer 
dollars. Since many of the patients 
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served by title X are on Medicaid, pre-
ventative care like cancer screenings 
and contraceptive counseling actually 
means fewer costs to the taxpayer in 
the long run. Indeed, for every public 
dollar invested in family planning, 
$3.74 is saved in Medicaid-related costs. 
That’s savings to both Federal and 
State governments. 

And one of the most detrimental and 
dangerous things we could do to women 
and their families right now is to de- 
fund the leading title X provider na-
tionwide, Planned Parenthood. Every 
year, Planned Parenthood works tire-
lessly to improve the health of commu-
nities across this country. Six in 10 
women who access care from centers 
like Planned Parenthood say it is their 
main source of health care. We cannot 
cut these women off from the health 
services that should be available to all 
of them. 

Efforts to undermine the title X pro-
gram and this essential health care 
provider are not only reckless; they are 
also anti-woman, anti-child, and anti- 
taxpayer. 

b 2140 

Madam Chair, this is a horrendous 
amendment that would devastate ac-
cess to health care for millions of 
American women and should be de-
feated. 

Mrs. HARTZLER. Madam Chair, I 
move to strike the last word. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentlewoman 
from Missouri is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

Mrs. HARTZLER. I rise in support of 
this amendment. 

Planned Parenthood has funded abor-
tion from the taxpayer for too long. It 
has been said that this is a threat to 
women’s health. Well, Planned Parent-
hood isn’t about health. It’s about prof-
it. 

They have a record of preferring 
abortion over the truth. I have seen 
firsthand their view of truth. 

Several years ago I was a teacher, 
and I taught child development. I had a 
student who came to me who just 
found out that she was pregnant. The 
night before, she had visited a Planned 
Parenthood clinic to discuss her op-
tions. She was 4 weeks along. 

She asked a simple question, What 
does it look like? The answer? Oh, 
don’t worry about it. It’s just a blob of 
tissue. They encouraged her to have an 
abortion; but, thankfully, she wanted 
more information. 

She and a friend came to me for in-
formation. They wanted to know if I 
had pictures of what a fetus looked like 
at 4 weeks old, since I taught child de-
velopment. I did. She looked at the pic-
tures of the baby with its developing 
fingers and eyes and a beating heart. 
Her response? She was shocked. 

That’s not a blob of tissue. That’s a 
baby. And then she asked this ques-
tion: Why would they tell me that, 
Mrs. HARTZLER? Sadly, I didn’t have an 
answer. They didn’t care about the 
truth. They didn’t care about the 

young woman before them. They cared 
about a profit. 

This pattern continues with recent 
revelations that they were willing to 
cover up child sexual trafficking and 
child sexual abuse and aid and abet 
prostitution. Where was Planned Par-
enthood when they had a chance to 
protect young women? They turned a 
blind eye. I’d call it a war against 
young women. 

And yet this organization received 
$363 million of revenue a year from you 
and me, the taxpayer. 

Hardworking men and women in this 
country should not have to write a 
check on April 15 to fund these abomi-
nable practices. At a time when we are 
borrowing 40 cents out of every dollar 
we spend and running a huge deficit, 
we need to look for savings to the tax-
payer wherever we can. Certainly, sav-
ing $363 million from this abortion pro-
vider is a smart and a right thing to 
do, so that all Americans, born and un-
born, will have the opportunity to 
enjoy the blessings and the rights of 
life, liberty, and the pursuit of happi-
ness. 

So as a woman and a mother and a 
former teacher, I am proud to support 
the Pence amendment, and I ask all my 
colleagues to stand on the side of 
truth, life, and the young women of 
this country. 

Madam Chair, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time. 

Mrs. CAPPS. Madam Chair, I move to 
strike the last word. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentlewoman 
from California is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

Mrs. CAPPS. I rise this evening to 
speak in strong opposition to the Pence 
amendment. The Pence amendment is 
an attack on women’s health. This 
much is clear. 

What isn’t clear is what these women 
who today are cared for by Planned 
Parenthood doctors and nurses would 
do for care if the Pence amendment 
should pass. 

Planned Parenthood serves 3 million 
Americans every year. These are Amer-
icans who rely upon Planned Parent-
hood to receive their annual wellness 
exams; Americans who rely upon 
Planned Parenthood to receive contra-
ceptive services to prevent unplanned 
pregnancies; Americans who get tested 
and treated for sexually transmitted 
infections, improving their health and 
protecting the health of their commu-
nity; Americans who rely on Planned 
Parenthood for their cancer screenings, 
tests that can detect cervical cancer or 
breast cancer early, when it is easier 
and less expensive to treat, saving our 
entire health care infrastructure mil-
lions of health care dollars. 

And these Americans cannot just go 
somewhere else, somewhere that my 
colleague on the other side of the aisle 
would find more palatable. Sixty per-
cent of those who use Planned Parent-
hood services consider it to be their 
main source of health care, their med-
ical home. 

A vote to strip Planned Parenthood 
of its funding is a vote to cut these 
Americans off from their health care 
system. Surely we can’t want that. 

In my own congressional district, 
Planned Parenthood of Santa Barbara, 
Ventura, and San Luis Obispo Counties 
serve over 31,000 patients every year. I 
must ask the supporters of this mean- 
spirited amendment, where should 
these 31,000 people go, especially now 
when this reckless Republican omnibus 
spending package cuts community 
health centers by $1 billion? 

And what about your constituents? 
In the amendment’s author’s own State 
of Indiana, 18,000 citizens rely upon 
Planned Parenthood services each 
year, 18,000 Hoosiers whose elected 
Representatives are voting to shut 
down their doctors’ office. 

Finally, Madam Chair, I know that 
the supporters of this amendment are 
trying to characterize this as a vote 
about abortion. It’s not about abortion. 
It’s a vote about whether or not you 
believe in providing women and Ameri-
cans comprehensive health care. Be-
cause, despite all the misinformation 
being thrown around here, 95 percent of 
Planned Parenthood services have 
nothing to do with abortion. And as 
has been strongly and firmly stated, 
there are no Federal dollars used for 
those receiving abortion services. 

The last time I checked, 97 percent is 
an A-plus, which calls into real ques-
tion the motivation behind this amend-
ment. Combined with the mean-spir-
ited bills moving through the Energy 
and Commerce and Judiciary Commit-
tees, attacking women’s health service 
access, with the zeroing out of title X 
family planning funds in this bill, with 
a reinstatement of the global gag rule, 
with a 50 percent slash in international 
family planning money, and a com-
pletely devastating slash to the 
Women, Infants and Children’s nutri-
tion program, along with other cuts I 
have mentioned, it adds up to only one 
conclusion: House Republican leader-
ship is starting an all-out war on wom-
en’s health care. The targets? Women’s 
insurance coverage, their providers, 
their health care choices. 

For more than 90 years, Planned Par-
enthood’s doctors, nurses, and other 
health professionals have been pro-
viding health care to millions of 
women, and one in four American 
women voters has received care from a 
Planned Parenthood health center at 
some point in her life. 

So let’s take a stand against this at-
tack on women’s health care. I urge a 
‘‘no’’ vote on the Pence amendment. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
Mr. DOLD. Madam Chair, I move to 

strike the last word. 
The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 

from Illinois is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

Mr. DOLD. Madam Chair, I rise today 
in opposition to the amendment. The 
elimination of family planning dollars 
would deny access to preventative care 
for millions of women each year. 
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From the numerous conversations 

I’ve had with doctors, including my 
own sister who is an OB/GYN, I believe 
in the importance of encouraging ac-
cess to basic preventative care. 

Since 1970, the title X family plan-
ning program has been a component of 
our Nation’s health care infrastructure 
and has been an essential element in 
providing contraception and education 
to millions of Americans. 

Today, title X family planning serv-
ices over 5 million low-income individ-
uals each and every year. Through a re-
cent study, we learned that for every 
dollar invested in family planning ap-
proximately $3.74 is saved in Medicaid- 
related costs. 

Title X funding provides critical pre-
ventative health care, including annual 
exams, cancer screenings, HIV testing, 
and family planning. 

b 2150 
While we must always ensure that 

funds are applied properly, completely 
prohibiting any funds from going to 
the main provider of title X family 
planning services I believe would be 
shortsighted and would negatively im-
pact the lives of women who depend on 
these health care services. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
Mr. NADLER. Madam Chairman, I 

move to strike the last word. 
The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 

from New York is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

Mr. NADLER. Madam Chairman, I 
am not going to repeat all of what has 
been said about the Republican war on 
women, about the fact that the Repub-
lican majority was elected pledging 
jobs and all we see is a war on various 
social services and women and nothing 
about jobs, but I am going to say this: 
I have been listening very carefully to 
the supporters of this amendment, to 
Mr. PENCE and others, and what do I 
hear? I hear that we must punish 
Planned Parenthood by defunding them 
because they have committed a number 
of sins. 

Sin Number 1, they perform abor-
tions. They are a very large abortion 
provider, and even though none of 
those abortions are paid for with Fed-
eral funds, that is prohibited under the 
Hyde amendment however you read it, 
we don’t like Planned Parenthood be-
cause they are a large abortion pro-
vider. 

Number two, we don’t like Planned 
Parenthood because they have com-
mitted allegedly various terrible 
things. Some provocateurs went into 
their offices and said that they were 
representing sex workers and they were 
offered services, and any organization 
that is willing to do this should not get 
Federal funds. 

We are going to punish Planned Par-
enthood, number one, because they are 
a large abortion provider and we don’t 
like abortion providers; and, number 
two, because they do other things, 
which if in fact they do, which I don’t 
think they do, but if in fact they do, 
they are bad things. 

There is a major problem with this. 
There is a major problem with this 
rhetoric and with this reasoning. And, 
by the way, the CR to which this is an 
amendment eliminates title X family 
planning funding anyway, so it will 
eliminate most of the funds that go to 
Planned Parenthood. But whatever 
funds that are available, they can go to 
other people to provide those services, 
not Planned Parenthood, because we 
don’t like Planned Parenthood for var-
ious reasons. 

A bill that punishes someone, some 
person or organization who is named or 
is identifiable, by legislative action is 
called a bill of attainder. That is the 
definition of a bill of attainder: A legis-
lative punishment, penalty, a legisla-
tive penalty, a legislative-enacted pen-
alty—in this case, no funding—directed 
at some identifiable person or organi-
zation to punish them for something. 

Article I, Section 9 says, ‘‘No bill of 
attainder or ex post facto law shall be 
passed’’; a fundamental foundation of 
constitutional law. 

If Planned Parenthood or anybody 
else is doing terrible things and ought 
to be punished, that is up to the courts. 
If, indeed, Planned Parenthood is traf-
ficking with sex traffickers, let them 
be prosecuted. If, indeed, Planned Par-
enthood is doing anything illegal, let 
them be prosecuted. Let the organiza-
tion be prosecuted. Let the individual 
employees who are doing these things 
be prosecuted at law. That is our sys-
tem. But you don’t punish an organiza-
tion because they are doing something 
of which you don’t approve. 

Now, if you want to say we don’t 
think that there ought to be any con-
traceptive services in the United 
States and therefore we are going to 
have no title X funding, the CR does 
say that. I don’t agree with it, but it is 
constitutional. But to say that if we 
have title X funding, if we have mater-
nal services funding, none of it can go 
to Planned Parenthood, it can go to 
somebody else, but not Planned Par-
enthood, that is a legislatively enacted 
punishment because Planned Parent-
hood is or is allegedly doing things of 
which you don’t approve. 

Now, I heard a lot at the beginning of 
this Congress about we have to make 
sure that we adhere to the Constitu-
tion. This is a bill of attainder, because 
it is a legislatively enacted punish-
ment of a named organization because 
that organization is doing things or is 
allegedly doing things of which we 
don’t approve. 

So I submit that in addition to all 
the other reasons why this shouldn’t be 
done that have been enacted here, this 
is flatly unconstitutional, and I chal-
lenge anyone to say how this is not a 
bill of attainder. Again, the black let-
ter definition of a bill of attainder is a 
legislatively enacted penalty aimed at 
some person or organization that is 
identifiable, named right here, for 
some reason, that they have done var-
ious things, provided abortions, done 
illegal things or otherwise. 

So in addition to all the other prob-
lems, this amendment is unconstitu-
tional and will be struck down by the 
courts if it should pass. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
The Acting CHAIR. The Committee 

will rise informally. 
The Speaker pro tempore (Mr. BROUN 

of Georgia) assumed the chair. 
f 

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 

A further message from the Senate 
by Ms. Curtis, one of its clerks, an-
nounced that the Senate has agreed to 
without amendment a concurrent reso-
lution of the House of the following 
title: 

H. Con. Res. 17. Concurrent resolution pro-
viding for a conditional adjournment of the 
House of Representatives and a conditional 
recess or adjournment of the Senate. 

f 

ENROLLED BILL SIGNED 

Karen L. Haas, Clerk of the House, 
reported and found truly enrolled a bill 
of the House of the following title, 
which was thereupon signed by the 
Speaker: 

H.R. 514. An act to extend expiring provi-
sions of the USA PATRIOT Improvement 
and Reauthorization Act of 2005 and Intel-
ligence Reform and Terrorism Prevention 
Act of 2004 relating to access to business 
records, individual terrorists as agents of 
foreign powers, and roving wiretaps until De-
cember 8, 2011. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Committee will resume its sitting. 

f 

FULL-YEAR CONTINUING 
APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 2011 

The Committee resumed its sitting. 
Mr. BUCSHON. Madam Chairman, I 

move to strike the last word. 
The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 

from Indiana is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

Mr. BUCSHON. Madam Chairman, I 
rise today in support of the Pence 
amendment that prohibits any funds 
from the underlying bill going to 
Planned Parenthood of America. I want 
to start with a personal story as a phy-
sician. 

I performed lifesaving surgery on in-
fants as young as 22 weeks’ gestation 
at birth. Madam Chairman, I have held 
these lives in my own hands. They are 
viable human lives at birth and, unfor-
tunately, Planned Parenthood uses 
taxpayer funds to cut these lives short; 
tragically, sometimes within weeks of 
medically proven viability outside the 
womb. Again, I have held these lives in 
my hands. 

Abortion, of course, for any reason is 
wrong, but this situation I have per-
sonal experience with is particularly 
distressing for me because I am a phy-
sician and also I am a father of four. 

I want to reiterate that Planned Par-
enthood has received $363.2 million in 
taxpayer funding as of its 2009 annual 
report, one-third of their $1 billion in-
come. During that same time period, 
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